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Introduction 
 
This thesis comprises an investigation of the attitudes and perspectives of the 
Australian Catholic Church, as exhibited through Australian Church Media, towards the State 
of Israel, and the theologies that these perspectives represent. It explores the theological 
perspectives of both Judaism and Christianity about the concept of the holiness of the Land of 
Israel and asks whether there is any connection between these perspectives and Pope John 
Paul II’s changes in terms of Vatican policy concerning the State of Israel. It achieves this 
through a detailed examination of the attitudes and reactions of the Australian Catholic 
Church towards the State of Israel, and its interaction with the Australian Jewish communal 
leadership, during the tenure of Pope John Paul II (1978-2005), using the Australian Jesuit 
publication Eureka Street as a case study. 
This thesis will posit that the papacy of Pope John Paul II saw the greatest 
contribution to Catholic-Jewish relations of any Pope to date in terms of the relationship of 
the Vatican to the State of Israel. This development can be seen through initiatives such as 
the signing of the Fundamental Agreement between the Holy See and the State of Israel in 
1993. The Fundamental Agreement, political in nature, guaranteed the Church its freedom 
and legal security in Israel, but also declared an official acknowledgement of the State of 
Israel by the Holy See. Pope John Paul II further confirmed his acknowledgement of the State 
of Israel with a papal visit in 2000. These initiatives marked a distinct change from the prior, 
2000-year-old Supersessionist teaching of the Church, in which Judaism was seen to be 
superseded by Christianity, and Jews were considered cursed by God for their rejection of 
Christ, their punishment being banishment from the land of Israel and eternal wandering of 
the earth. Additionally, the Church struggled to comprehend the Jewish religious connection 
to the land of Israel, as there is no parallel theological concept within Christianity. However, 
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radical changes were made to Church teaching and theology during the Second Vatican 
Council (1962-1965). The Vatican II document Nostra Aetate (1965), whilst not directly 
discussing the State of Israel, made a revolutionary repeal of the theology of Supersessionism 
and pronounced that there is a special relationship between Judaism and Christianity, based 
on a common “spiritual patrimony.”1 It was upon this basis that Pope John Paul II promoted 
the teachings of Nostra Aetate, perhaps also drawn to do so because of his background – he 
was a man of Polish heritage who had grown up with Jewish friends and had witnessed the 
horrors of World War II. The Pope’s signing of the Fundamental Agreement, although 
primarily political, confirmed the repeal of Supersessionism and thus had theological 
ramifications.  
Yet, despite the official teachings and example of the Pope regarding the Catholic 
relationship with Jews and Judaism, a number of various other Christian theological 
approaches have emerged, such as Liberation theology and Christian Zionism, as well as a 
residual Supersessionism persisting. Alongside these, a world-wide fascination with the 
Arab-Israeli conflict has led to a number of political views on the State of Israel, some of 
which can be categorized into what many scholars term today the “new antisemitism.” 
This thesis will seek to examine how the Australian Catholic Church perceived the 
actions of and changes introduced by Pope John Paul II, through an examination of 
Australian Catholic and Jewish media, and an in-depth study of the Australian Jesuit 
publication Eureka Street. This will allow me to determine whether Australian Catholics 
accepted the theology of the Pope regarding Jews, Judaism and the Land of Israel, or, if 
Australian Catholics were swayed by any of the other political and theological approaches.  
                                                             
1 The Second Vatican Council, “Nostra Aetate,” Declaration on the Relation of the Church to non-Christian 
Religions, par. 4, accessed 1 March 2015, 
http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_decl_19651028_nostra-
aetate_en.html 
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In order to make this assessment, this thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1 is a 
review and analysis of past and current literature addressing the history and changing nature 
of Jewish-Catholic relations, both pre-Vatican II and post-Vatican II, from international 
scholars. Additionally, the small amount of secondary literature discussing the Australian 
Church reactions to this evolving relationship will also be reviewed, revealing a gap in the 
literature. Literature on the global phenomenon of the “new antisemitism” will also be 
considered, as well as the work of those who have assessed its predominance in Australia. 
Chapter 2 will establish the Jewish theological understanding of the Land of Israel. 
This will be looked at from various historical periods, including the biblical period, rabbinic 
teachings, medieval understandings and the modern era. 
Chapter 3 will examine Christian theological perspectives on the Land of Israel, 
showing how Christianity does not have the same attachment to the Land that Judaism does, 
nor any parallel theological concepts, although revealing that there is reverence for the Holy 
Sites connected to the life of Jesus. This chapter will also examine contemporary theological 
trends, such as Liberation Theology and Christian Zionism, and how Christians have applied 
these to their understanding of Jews and the modern State of Israel.  
Chapter 4 will provide a close examination of all the achievements of Pope John Paul 
II in developing Catholic Jewish relations. It will also provide an overview of the reactions to 
these initiatives of both the Australian Church and Jewish leadership, as found in primary 
literature, indicating their acceptance or rejection of the theology the Pope advocated. 
Chapter 5 will closely examine articles from an Australian Catholic publication, 
Eureka Street, published during the tenure of Pope John Paul II (1991 – 2005), to assess its 
position on Jews, Judaism and the State of Israel. The chapter will then assess whether the 
paper reflected an acceptance of the teachings of Pope John Paul II or represents elements of 
other theologies and political views. 
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Chapter six will conclude by assessing whether Australian Catholics accepted the 
teachings of Pope John Paul II and confirm the various theologies and political views at play. 
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Chapter One: Literature Review 
 
  
In order to investigate the perspective/s of the Australian Catholic Church towards the 
State of Israel, it is important to first consider the literature that has explored the evolving 
nature of the relationship between Catholicism and Judaism, and the views that have emerged 
regarding the State of Israel. This chapter will examine and critique the current literature 
addressing this relationship. What is evident is that there has been little academic research 
into the specific topic of the Australian Roman Catholic Church’s responses to the changes in 
Vatican attitudes towards and teaching about the State of Israel, even though much is written 
globally about these changes. This is a gap in secondary literature that my thesis seeks to 
address, and in so doing, will present the attitudes of the Australian Catholic Church towards 
the State of Israel. 
 
Jewish-Christian Relations 
 
For 2000 years, the Roman Catholic Church maintained that the Jewish people had 
forfeited any religious tie to the land of Israel because of their rejection of Jesus Christ, 
propagating this claim through a Supersessionist Theology.2 The Church believed that the 
way of Jesus transcended and surpassed the way of Torah, and any Jewish claims to the 
physical land were now seen to be negated by Christianity’s spiritual connection to the land 
of Jesus. Hence, the destruction of the Temple by Rome in 70 CE, as well as Emperor 
Hadrian’s banishment of Jews from Jerusalem from 135 CE, when he renamed Judea as 
Syria Palaestina, simply confirmed to Christians the certainty of their faith and God’s 
                                                             
2 Philip A. Cunningham, “A Catholic Theology of Land?: The State of the Question,”  
 Studies in Christian-Jewish Relations #8 (2013): 1. 
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rejection of Judaism.3 As Christianity broke away from Judaism to become a separate 
religious tradition, and advanced to a position of social and political dominance, the Church 
took on an attitude of superiority and exclusivism. Verbal and physical polemic against the 
Jewish people ensued as part of this Christian Supersessionist Theology. Richard Lux 
explains that this new Supersessionist Theology was based on a number of convictions: 
 
God’s revelation in Jesus Christ supersedes the revelation to Israel; (2) the new 
Testament (completely) fulfils the old Testament; (3) the Church replaces the Jews as 
God’s people; (4) Judaism is obsolete, its covenant abrogated; (5) Post exilic Judaism 
was legalistic; (6) the Jews did not heed the warnings of the prophets; (7) the Jews did 
not understand the prophecies about Jesus; (8) the Jews were Christ killers.4  
 
 
As part and parcel of this Supersessionist Theology was the notion that that the Jewish people 
had forfeited any religious tie to the land of Israel because of their alleged rejection and 
crucifixion of Jesus Christ. Robert Wistrich states that “the Christian theology which had 
usurped the divine promises to the Jews and proclaimed the church as God’s chosen elect, 
cast Israel in the role of God’s forsaken, rejected and abandoned people – condemned to 
wandering and exile.”5 This notion of the “Wandering Jew,” remained in the Christian 
imagination for 2000 years and justified a belief that the Jewish people did not deserve a 
homeland of their own, damned to be homeless wanderers of the earth, as a people who had 
rejected God.  
In his book The Longest Hatred: Anti-Semitism, Wistrich, gives a thorough historical 
account of the development of antisemitism “from the cross to the swastika.”6 Wistrich 
outlines how the Church’s Supersessionist Theology manifested itself in various ways 
throughout history. Beginning with the gospel writings of 70-100 CE, which shift the blame 
                                                             
3 Mary C. Boys and Sarah S. Lee, Christians and Jews in Dialogue: Learning in the Presence of the Other 
(Woodstock, Vermont: Skylight Paths Publishing, 2006), 151-153. 
4 Richard C. Lux, The Jewish People, The Holy Land, And The State Of Israel: A Catholic View (New 
York/Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 2010) 4. 
5 Robert S. Wistrich, Anti-Semitism: The Longest Hatred (New York: Schocken Books, 1991) xix. 
6 Wistrich, Anti-Semitism, xxii. 
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for the death of Jesus from the Roman occupying powers, to the Jewish people, its 
development can be traced through to the mediaeval era, when a number of outrageous 
claims were made against the Jews. Jews were charged with the Blood Libel, heretical 
writings in the Talmud, being responsible for the Black Plague, and subjected to numerous 
pogroms and attacks, which included the Crusaders’ massacre of Jewish communities. Such 
vicious anti-Judaism forced Jews to take drastic measures, such as to accept expulsion to a 
new land, undergo death/martyrdom for their faith, or convert to Christianity, an act which 
itself wrought the dangers of being accused of a false conversion.7 The suspicion and 
hostility of the Church towards those “conversos” and their descendants, led to the Spanish 
Inquisition and ‘purity of blood’ statutes which, for Wistrich, anticipated the obsession with 
“blood purity” of the modern racial antisemitism of the Nazi regime.8 Wistrich rightly states 
that “Christianity had provided the seedbed on which Nazi racialist doctrines concerning the 
Jews could flourish.”9 In agreement, John Roth also states that “Christianity was not a 
sufficient condition for the Holocaust, nevertheless it was a necessary condition,”10 and 
Sidney Hall also observes: 
 
Two thousand years of Christian anti – Jewish theology contributed to the crimes of 
the Nazis, through both theological justification and silence. The logical progression 
of anti-Jewish theology among Gentiles in the first century to the oven chambers of 
Auschwitz was from the Christian protest, “you have no right to live among us as 
Jews,” to, “you have no right to live among us,” to, “you have no right to live.”11 
 
 
A number of scholars have made similar claims about the history of Christian anti-
Judaism. Dan Cohn-Sherbok writes: 
                                                             
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid., 36-37. 
9 Ibid., xxiii. 
10 John Roth, “What Does the Holocaust Have to Do with Christianity?” in The Holocaust and the Christian 
World: Reflections on the Past, Challenges for the Future, eds. Carol Rittner, Stephen D. Smith, and Irena 
Steinfeldt et al. (New York: Continuum, 2000) 6. 
11 Sidney G. Hall III, Christian Anti-Semitism and Paul's Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), x, in 
Lux, The Jewish People, The Holy Land, And The State Of Israel, 3-4. 
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For 20 centuries, then, Jews have suffered at the hands of anti-Semites. The injustices 
and pogroms inflicted on the Jewish community have been, to a large degree, the 
result of Christian contempt. Anti-Jewish attitudes in the history of the Church were 
not accidental – rather they were the direct consequence of Christian teaching about 
Judaism and the Jewish nation. In modern times, secular anti-Semitism was not 
always fuelled by such religious convictions, yet the previous Christian denigration of 
Judaism and the inheritance of negative stereotypes of the Jew, provided the basis for 
hatred and attack.12 
 
 
It is evident from the works of such scholars that later forms of antisemitism were 
preceded by 2000 years of a deeply engrained Christian anti-Judaism.  Although Nazi 
antisemitism evolved from having purely theological motivations to include racially 
motivated elements, Hitler was able to draw from Christian anti-Judaism. It will be necessary 
for this study to also consider the role, if any, that the historical Christian anti-Judaism in the 
form of Supersessionist Theology might have played in influencing Australian Church 
attitudes towards the State of Israel.  
David Cymet focuses specifically on the involvement and/or the silence of the Church 
during the Nazi regime. In his book ‘History vs. Apologetics: The Holocaust, the Third 
Reich, and the Catholic Church,’ he echoes Wistrich, also calling Christian anti-Judaism the 
“seedbed of Nazism,” making this analysis through a review of the actions or inactions of the 
Catholic Church in every European country involved in the War. Cymet condemns the 
Church, under the papacy of Pope Pius XII, for their silent refusal to denounce the atrocities 
of the Nazi regime, for their post-war actions to assist Nazi leaders to escape as the war came 
to an end, and for their reluctance to return the Jewish children who had been kept with 
Christian families during the war, back to their relatives of the Jewish faith.13 However, other 
scholars, such as John Pawlikowski, believe that “while theological anti-Judaism was 
                                                             
12 Dan Cohn-Sherbok, The Crucified Jew: Twenty Centuries of Christian Anti-Semitism (Michigan: 
HarperCollins, 1997) 240. 
13 David Cymet, History vs. Apologetics. The Holocaust, The Third Reich and The Catholic Church 
(Maryland/Plymouth: Lexington Books, 2010) 445. 
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commonplace in Church circles during this period, there is little evidence to suggest any 
significant sympathy for the Nazi extermination of Jews within the Vatican hierarchy.”14 
Pawlikowski explains that, instead, the Pope’s policy of “reserve and conciliation,” and 
prioritisation of the preservation of the Church, led to his attitude that made Jews 
“unfortunate expendables,” placing them outside the “universe of moral obligation.”15 
Positively, others, such as Michael Marrus, note the efforts of individual nuncios, nuns, 
priests and laypeople, to hide Jews or to stop their deportations, highlighting for example the 
work of the Papal nuncio to Istanbul, Angelo Roncalli (later to become Pope John XXIII), 
who was instrumental in the undercover delivery of immigration certificates to Palestine to 
Jews fleeing Europe.16 Although Catholic and Jewish scholars debate about the nature and 
extent of Pope Pius XII’s actions and inactions during the Nazi regime, the Church must 
nevertheless confront its fertilization of the soil that allowed the Nazi regime’s antisemitism 
to flourish.  
From this analysis of Christian anti-Judaism, and the Supersessionist Theology that 
was still in existence throughout the war, it can be deduced that when the State of Israel was 
established in 1948, this created great theological challenges for the Church. David Hartman 
believes that the Church’s 2000 year old profession, that the Jews were damned by God to 
eternally wander the earth, was quite literally challenged by the presence of Jews in the Land 
of Israel once more. He states: “Israel is not anymore a homeless people and, therefore, 
Christians cannot use our exile to validate their theological dogma. Israel thus forces a whole 
new perception of itself on Christianity.”17 Alternately, Rodney Gouttman examines Pope 
                                                             
14 John Pawlikowski, “The Vatican and the Holocaust” in The Holocaust and the Christian World: Reflections 
on the Past and Challenges for the Future, eds. Carol Rittner, et. al. (London: Kuperard, 2000) 138. 
15 Pawlikowski, “The Vatican and the Holocaust,” 138 – 140. 
16 Michael R. Marrus,” Understanding the Vatican During the Nazi Period,” in The Holocaust and the Christian 
World: Reflections on the Past and Challenges for the Future, eds. Carol Rittner, et. al. (London: Kuperard, 
2000) 129. 
17 David Hartman, “The Theological Significance of Israel” in A Legacy of Catholic-Jewish Dialogue. The 
Joseph Cardinal Bernadin Jerusalem Lectures, ed. Thomas A. Baima (Chicago: Liturgy Training Publications, 
2012) 70. 
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Pius XII’s concerns over the post-war creation of the State of Israel, believing that they were 
largely to do with self-interests of the Church. According to Gouttman, when Britain handed 
over mandate Palestine to the UN in May 1948, the Church was mainly concerned with the 
plight of Arab Christians and a loss of access to and control over Christian Holy Sites and 
religious institutions, particularly through a Jewish administration of Jerusalem.18 He felt that 
all of these issues, coupled with the Church’s traditional stance toward the Jews, led Pope 
Pius XII to issue three encyclicals concerning the political control of Jerusalem: Auspicia 
Quaedum (May 1, 1948, a fortnight before the declaration of the State of Israel); In 
Multiplicibus (October 24, 1948); and Redemptoris Nostri (Good Friday 1949), which was 
said to have been promulgated with the intention of preventing Israel from becoming a 
member of the UN. The Pope called for Jerusalem to be internationalised, under the control 
of the UN, preventing a solely Arab or solely Jewish administration, and, because nearly half 
of UN members were either Catholic States or nations with a majority of Catholics, could 
simultaneously expand the Church’s influence in Jerusalem.19  Redemptoris Nostri did not 
name Israel, thereby Gouttman believes that this avoided giving any recognition to the new 
State. Furthermore, Gouttman states that the encyclical spoke largely of the Arab refugee 
problems created by the Arab attacks on Israel and the ensuing war, however, made no 
mention of the suffering this had caused for the Jews. It exhorted Catholics everywhere to 
lobby their national governments for the internationalisation of Jerusalem and Bethlehem.20 
In agreement, Richard Lux states: 
 
He several times reiterates the need to settling matters with Justice and peace; 
however, not once did he refer to the Jewish population or the state of Israel. He calls 
it only Palestine, a country that does not exist, not even alluding to or hinting at 
Jewish suffering or the invasion of the Arab armies after the state of Israel was 
declared following the Jewish acceptance of the November 29, 1947, a United 
                                                             
18 Rodney Gouttman, "Follow the Leader: The Australian Catholic Church and the Establishment of Israel," 
Menorah: Australian Journal of Jewish Studies 1 (1987): 74.  
19 Gouttman, “Follow the Leader,” 75. 
20 Ibid., 75. 
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Nations vote for partition into two states, Jewish and Arab, along with the subsequent 
rejection of the UN partition by all the Arab parties.21 
 
Although Gouttman and Lux did not make reference to an underlying Supersessionist 
Theology influencing Pope Pius XII’s stance towards the creation of the State of Israel, Philip 
Cunningham notes how, 44 years earlier, when Theodor Herzl sought papal support for his 
Zionist endeavours from Pope Pius X in 1904, the Pope continued to deny Jewish religious 
ties to their ancient homeland, saying, “The Jews have not recognised our Lord, therefore we 
cannot recognise the Jewish people... The Jewish faith was the foundation of our own, but it 
has been superseded by the teachings of Christ, and we cannot admit that it still enjoys any 
validity.”22 Supersessionist Theology greatly influenced Pope Pius X’s attitude towards the 
establishment of a homeland for the Jews in Palestine. In fact, it was not until the 
promulgation of Nostra Aetate in 1965, during the Second Vatican Council, that the Church 
began to reassess its understanding of the Catholic relationship with the Jewish people and 
Judaism, and the other religious traditions of the world.  
 
The Scholarly Literature dealing with Vatican II 
 
Most scholars consider the Second Vatican Council (1962 – 65) to have been a 
watershed for Catholic-Jewish relations. Robert Schreiter believes that the Second Vatican 
Council was “the most significant theological event for the Roman Catholic Church in the in 
the twentieth century... a watershed in the flow of theological thought.”23 In his opinion, the 
Second Vatican Council attempted to engage with the modern world, a very significant 
change from the previous century’s efforts to isolate the Church from the influences of the 
wider world. Schreiter assesses the significance of the Council’s interaction with the social 
                                                             
21 Lux, The Jewish People, The Holy Land, And The State Of Israel, 72. 
22 Cunningham, “A Catholic Theology of Land?” 3. 
23 Robert Schreiter, “The Impact of Vatican II,” in The Twentieth Century: A Theological Overview, ed. Gregory 
Baum (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books; London: Geoffrey Chapman, c1999), 158.  
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and cultural climate of the 1960s through examining the context for the Council, the 
significant insights of the Council, and the Council’s legacy at the end of the twentieth 
century, in an era that had moved from modernity to post-modernity. According to Schreiter, 
Pope John XXIII’s convocation of the Council seemed surprising to the Roman Curia, as 
there had been no perceived threat to the wellbeing of the Church. However, Pope John 
XXIII explained that the Council was not to be a response to negative occurrences in the 
world, rather, he wanted the Church to “contribute to the unity of humankind and present its 
teachings in ways understandable to people who live in the modern world.” 24 Schreiter lists a 
number of historical events that influenced the Council, including the end of the age of 
Colonialism in Asia and Africa; the economic rebuilding of Europe and the rise to power of 
the United States after WWII; the Civil Rights and Women’s Equality movements.25  
Amongst the other documents of the Council, he argued that the document Nostra Aetate 
reversed a long Christian history of antisemitism by withdrawing the charge of Jewish 
deicide and the teaching that the Jews and their Covenant had been rejected by God, and by 
condemning antisemitism at any time, by anyone. Schreiter concludes that the document “has 
been the platform upon which a wholly new approach to Catholic-Jewish relations is being 
built, “and believes that it is “one of the great accomplishments of the Council.”26 
However, other scholars take a more critical look at the achievements of Nostra 
Aetate and the context that led to Nostra Aetate’s specific development. While Schreiter 
made no mention of the impact of the Holocaust on the Church, Cymet,27 Eugene Fisher28 
                                                             
24 Schreiter, “The Impact of Vatican II,” 158 -161. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Ibid., 166 – 167. 
27 Cymet, History vs. Apologetics, 445. 
28 Eugene Fisher, “Catholic Teaching on Jews and Judaism: An Evolution in Process,“ in Seeing Judaism Anew, 
Christianity’s Sacred Obligation, ed. Mary C. Boys (Oxford/Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 
2005) 252. 
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and Pawlikowski29 all feel that the Holocaust was a very influential contextual factor for 
Pope John XXIII’s decision to call the Council, and in particular to include on the agenda a 
document that addressed the relationship between the Church and the Jews. Cymet, 
Pawlikowski and Fisher all note Pope John XXIII’s momentous meeting with Jules Isaac,30 a 
French-Jewish historian whose wife, son, daughter and son-in-law had all been deported to 
death camps. Isaac had published a book31 that had assessed why the Holocaust had occurred 
in Christian Europe, concluding that centuries of Christian anti-Judaism had fostered Nazi 
antisemitism:  
 
Whatever the sins of Israel may be, she is totally innocent of the crimes of which 
Christian tradition accuses her: She did not reject Jesus and she did not crucify him. 
And Jesus did not reject Israel, did not curse her: Just as “the gifts of God are 
irrevocable” (Romans 11: 29), the evangelical Law of love allows no exception. May 
Christians come to realise this at last – may they realise and redress their crying 
injustices. At this moment, when a curse seems to weigh upon the whole human race, 
it is the urgent duty to which we are called by the memory of Auschwitz.32  
 
  
Cymet believes this book troubled many Christians, including influential bishops, 
who had begun to reassess their understanding of Jews and Judaism. When Isaac was 
received in audience with Pope John XXIII in 1960, he urged the Pope to reform Catholic 
teaching concerning the Jews, in the name of historical truth and justice. A few months later, 
Cardinal Augustine Bea, President of the Secretariat for Promoting Christian Unity, was 
commissioned by the Pope to draft a declaration on the Church’s relation with the Jews. 33 
The work of such scholars importantly highlights a radical departure by Pope John XXIII and 
                                                             
29 John Pawlikowski, “Vatican II’s Nostra Aetate: Has its views of Judaism Impacted the Church’s Self-
understanding?” in Paths to Dialogue in Our Age, International Perspectives Vol 2 (Fitzroy: Australian 
Catholic University, 2014) 20.  
30 Pawlikowski, “Vatican II’s Nostra Aetate,” 20; Fisher, “Catholic Teaching on Jews and Judaism,” 252 – 253; 
Cymet, History vs. Apologetics, 445 – 447. 
31 Jules Isaac, L’Enseignement du Mepris (The Teaching of Contempt: Christian Roots of Anti-Semitism) 
(France: Fasquelle Editeurs, 1962). 
32 Jules Isaac, The Teaching of Contempt: Christian Roots of Anti-Semitism, trans. Helen Weaver (New 
York/Chicago/San Francisco: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1964) 153 – 154. 
33 Cymet, History vs. Apologetics, 445 – 446.  
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his Council from the actions of his predecessor and the 2000-year history of Christian anti-
Judaism. For Pope John XXIII, the Holocaust, and revelation of the Church’s complicity in 
its occurrence, was a significant impetus for a re-assessment of the Church’s relationship with 
Jews and Judaism.  
Eugene Fisher34 outlines the evolving draft document on the Jews, explaining that it 
was first attached to the ecumenical documents, and then separated and combined with 
statements on other world religions. Both Fisher and John Connelly35 indicate that the 
resulting document was somewhat of a compromise document, with Connelly explaining 
that, as the document was being drafted, claims emerged from Arab states that the Vatican 
was taking the side of Israel in the Arab-Israel conflict. This claim was fuelled by the 
observance at the Council by Dr. Chaim Wardi, an official in the Ministry of Education of the 
State of Israel.  This alarmed the bishops of Eastern Catholic Churches in Arab states, who 
were concerned that their small communities would suffer if the Catholic Church was 
believed to be favouring the Jews. Representatives of these states opposed a document on the 
Church’s relationship with the Jews, threatening punitive actions and engaging in theological 
argumentation. The Premier of Jordan, for example, forewarned that he would “blacklist” the 
bishops who signed the “declaration absolving Jews from guilt in Christ’s crucifixion.” 36  
Such literature reveals that the document was expanded from one concerned solely with 
Catholic-Jewish relations, to the Church’s relationship with the religious traditions of the 
world, to encourage votes from bishops in regions where Christianity was a minority, and to 
appease bishops in Arab countries and traditionalist bishops who opposed a document 
absolving the Jews. This criticism could well indicate groups within the Church who today 
                                                             
34 Fisher, “Catholic Teaching on Jews and Judaism,” 253 – 254.  
35 John Connelly, From Enemy to Brother: The Revolution in Catholic Teaching on the Jews, 1933-1965 
(Cambridge, MA, USA: Harvard University Press, 2012) 245 – 265. 
36 Connelly, From Enemy to Brother, 245 – 265. 
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have not accepted or still struggle to comprehend the Church’s revised teachings on Jews, 
Judaism and the Land of Israel.  
Despite criticism and objection by some individuals and groups, Nostra Aetate, 
according to Fisher, still achieved a “sea change”37 by repealing the charge of deicide, 
affirming the ongoing Jewish covenant, acknowledging the Church’s ongoing special 
relationship with Jews and deploring all forms of antisemitism. However, Fisher was also 
critical of the document, highlighting the questionable use of the weaker term “deplore,” 
rather than “condemn,” to speak of antisemitism, as well as the absence of reference to the 
Shoah and to Israel, speculating whether such failures left the door open for proselytism.38 
Michael Perko notes that in regards to Israel, “by rejecting the notion of collective guilt for 
the death of Jesus, the Council removed once and for all any pretext for opposing the 
formation of the State of Israel on pseudo-theological grounds, while the document's tone 
helped to create a climate that would eventually ease diplomatic dialogue.”39 Connelly 
emphasises how the Vatican made sure to remove all political resonance from the document, 
particularly given the complaints from Arab States, thus “any expression containing the word 
“Israel” was therefore excluded.”40 The document only took the initial steps on the path 
towards healing Catholic-Jewish relations and Fisher states that challenges still remain, 
questioning how widely the new teaching on “God’s unrevoked Covenant” with the Jews and 
the “permanent and actual salvific significance of Jewish religion for its believers,” has been 
accepted within the Church.41 This is an important point that Fisher makes since it would be 
crucial that such areas are addressed if the Church is to truly appreciate the religious 
significance of the Land of Israel, as a part of the Covenant, and to confront those who still 
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seek to convert Jews, or await their eventual conversion, such as Christian Zionists. 
Secondly, the impact of these new teachings on Catholic theology is only just unravelling, 
revealing the limitations of some traditional theological categories. Fisher’s conclusions 
highlight the ongoing dialogue necessary between the Church and the Jewish people in order 
for the Church to develop its theology in a way that can adequately address internal and 
external antisemitism. 
John Pawlikowski also believes that the Second Vatican Council’s 1965 document 
Nostra Aetate “provided the impetus for a substantial renovation of… perceptions within the 
churches of non-Christian religious traditions, Judaism in particular,” 42 fundamentally 
reorientating church attitudes towards non-Christians and interreligious relations.43 However, 
Pawlikowski was critical of the document in other regards, stating that the document neither 
resolved some basic questions about the proselytising of non-Christian peoples, nor “reflected 
in any significant way on possible theological links with these religious traditions.”44 On the 
other hand, positively he felt that the document acknowledged that some truth can be found 
within other religious traditions and that dialogue between the Church and other religious 
traditions is of value. With specific reference to the Jewish people, the document declared 
that: “(1) Jews were not collectively responsible for the murder of Jesus; (2) as a result, they 
cannot be seen as exiled from their original covenant with God; and (3) Jesus drew positively 
from the Jewish tradition of his time in his preaching.”45  
Pawlikowski believes that Nostra Aetate has “not quite… lived up to its full 
promise,”46 and highlights the positive achievements made by Christian theologians in the 
last 50 years, as well as areas where further work is required. He asserts that, since the 
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promulgation of Nostra Aetate some 50 years ago, various theologians, both Catholic and 
Jewish, as well as Vatican Commissions and Popes, have continued to develop Catholic 
theologies concerning the Church’s relationship with Judaism and the Jewish people. 47  
 
Scholars of Post-Vatican II Catholic-Jewish Relations  
  
Jewish and Christian theologians have been working in a number of areas, since the 
Second Vatican Council, to improve relations between Christians and Jews. One area is the 
reformulation of a Christian self-understanding within the realms of Christology and 
Ecclesiology, in light of the new understanding of the Jewish-Christian relationship, 
expressed in Nostra Aetate. John Pawlikowski considers his and the work of other scholars, 
such as Monika Hellwig, Paul van Buren, Jurgen Moltmann, Cardinal Walter Kasper, Mary 
Boys, Johannes Baptist Metz, R. Kendall Soulen, as having effected an important change in 
perspective - rather than covenantal exclusion for Jews, a theology of covenantal inclusion 
has been preferred, affirming the ongoing validity of the Jewish covenant. Some have 
attempted to address the tension between the ongoing validity of the Jewish Covenant and the 
universal significance of the Christ event. Pawlikowski has focussed on incarnational 
Christology, from which he thought it could be possible to “develop a notion of distinctive, 
but not totally distinct, paths to salvation by Jews and Christians.”48  Peter Phan has also 
grappled with this tension and has stated that,  
 
The challenge for Roman Catholic theologians, then, is to articulate a coherent and 
credible Christology and Soteriology (theology of salvation) that both honours the 
Christian belief in Jesus as the saviour of all humankind and includes the affirmation 
that Judaism is and remains eternally ‘a saving covenant with God.’49  
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Such a task, according to Phan, requires the development of a post-Supersessionist 
Christology that can speak of Jesus Christ without denigrating Judaism.50 Clark M. 
Williamson has also attempted this task, drawing upon inclusive Christian Scriptures that 
“say that God’s free and sovereign grace is for all people, for all the world,”51 and reminds 
his readers that the Hebrew Scriptures elucidate the place of the Jews in God’s ongoing 
history of salvation: “they simply are what they have always been: the people of God, bene 
Yisrael. They are the people of God by God’s electing grace, by God’s decision, by God’s 
naming of them (Gen 32:28). The people Israel belong to God.”52 All scholars rightly urge 
that much work still needs to be done in this area and Pawlikowski concludes that regretfully, 
as of yet, no one had produced an interpretation that has been enthusiastically endorsed by the 
larger Christian theological community, and thus the challenge of integrating Nostra Aetate’s 
declarations into Christian systematic theology remains. 53 There have also been, according to 
Pawlikowski, some additional institutional and group attempts, including the ecumenical 
Christian Scholars Group on Christian-Jewish relations, who produced the document 
Christianity’s Sacred Obligation, and a study document produced for the ongoing official 
Catholic-Jewish dialogue. Both documents asserted the ongoing validity of the Jewish 
covenant, thus rejecting any ‘conversionist’ attempts aimed at the Jewish community. 
However, they received critique, including from Cardinal Avery Dulles and the doctrinal 
office of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops, indicating for Pawlikowski that 
the ‘conversionist’ issue remains unresolved for the Catholic Church. 54  
Several Jewish scholars have engaged with the Christian tradition, seeking to show 
what Judaism can learn from Christianity. Irving (Yitz) Greenberg has examined Christian 
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sacramentality and its potential value for Judaism,55 while Amy Jill Levine has sought to 
expose the “Jewishness” of Jesus and show the value of Jewish study of the New Testament – 
“understanding the diverse Jewish populations of the Roman Empire – their habits, their 
conventions, their religious practices – is crucial to understanding the New Testament 
writings.”56 Such work Levine sees as crucial not only for Christians to develop a fuller 
understanding of their sacred scriptures, but for Jews to learn some of their own history in 
early Christian writings, and for both to grapple with those Christian biblical texts with 
antisemitic tones.57   Pawlikowski believes that Jewish scholars working in these areas are 
seeking to diminish the traditional Jewish view that Christianity is a form of idolatry.58  
Christian scholars have also “re-visited” their sacred texts to uncover the Jewish Jesus 
and to make sense of Christian writings that have anti-Jewish sentiment, assessing the 
implications of this for Christianity. One such scholar is Mary Boys, who writes that “the 
presence of Jews is a stimulus for a fresh hearing” 59 of the biblical texts. She stresses the 
importance of uncovering the historical and literary context of biblical texts and Church 
teachings about the Jews, in order to reverse Supersessionist teaching and uncover a deeper 
truth about the relationship between Christians and Jews.60 Joseph B Tyson writes of the 
importance of seeing the Jewishness of Jesus – “despite the fact that a movement emerged 
from him that later and gradually separated from Judaism, Jesus himself lived and died as 
Jew.”61 Tyson cautions against Christian interpretations that try to show Jesus as opposed to 
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the Judaism of his time and teachings of the Torah.62 Likewise, John Meier asserts that Jesus 
did not express a vision to start a new religious tradition, but rather, he sought the 
development of the spirituality of the religious community of Israel, thus pushing for a 
revision of the Christian notion of Supersessionism.63 Additionally, scholars are emphasising 
the need to recognise the importance of the Hebrew Scriptures as a source for Christian 
theology, not simply to see them as superseded by the Christian Scriptures.64 Importantly, 
other scholars have sought to re-examine the prevalent understanding of Paul’s stance 
towards the Jews. Paul has been credited with generating the separation between Jews and 
Gentiles, guiding the latter towards a new religious tradition and breaking away from the 
Mosaic Law. Scholars, such as Alan Segal, have also begun to reconsider the Jewishness of 
Paul, arguing that knowledge of first century Judaism sheds light on Paul’s writings.65 
Brendan Byrne likewise stresses the importance of understanding Paul’s historical context 
when reading his letters about the Jews: 
 
In a post-Holocaust epoch of growing and long-overdue sensitivity to the way in 
which the use of Christian scripture can reinforce or legitimate hostile attitudes to 
Jews and Judaism, we ask the question in terms of a confrontation between two 
religions, related in their origins but long since gone their separate ways. For Paul, the 
present rejection of the gospel on the part of Israel was clear, the prospect of a 
continuing and permanent separation was incompatible with his view of the fidelity of 
God or the fullness of human salvation. Paul speaks as a Jew, within a wider Israel, 
the vast bulk of which he believes still has to come to terms with the way God has 
acted in the messianic age… Thus Paul is in no sense anti-Semitic or anti-Jewish, if 
by that one means rejection of “Judaism” as religion definitely separate from 
Christianity. Such a separation simply did not prevail when he addressed the issue.66  
 
A re-assessment of Paul’s stance towards the Jews can thus further contribute to Christian-
Jewish relations.  
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Other scholars have been working for decades to re-examine the "parting of ways" 
between Christianity and Judaism, including Stephen Wilson,67 Shaye Cohen,68 Wayne 
Meeks,69 and Anthony Saldarini,70 who have illustrated that parts of the Christian movement 
retained ties with Judaism, as a Jewish sect, well after Jesus' death. All of these studies affirm 
the complex process of the parting of the two religious traditions.71  
It is also important to mention the work of scholars who have sought to understand 
Christianity’s complicit involvement in the Shoah, elucidating the teaching of contempt that 
had been engrained in Church teaching across Europe for thousands of years.72 Edward 
Kessler stresses the importance of Post-Holocaust theology for Christian self-understanding 
today - as the Church reflects more and more on the Jewishness of Jesus, She must also 
reflect on the fact that it was Jesus’ people who were murdered. For Kessler, this highlights 
the urgency of revising all areas of Church theology, so that Christianity might never allow 
such an event to happen again.73 Christian scholar Jurgen Moltmann actually considers 
Christian antisemitism to be a form of Christian self-hatred that must be amended.74 Johann-
Baptist Metz believes that the Holocaust sincerely asks Christians, “whether and how we 
Christians can and may speak of ‘God after Auschwitz’ in a credible constellation.”75 In the 
book Ethics in the Shadow of the Holocaust: Christian and Jewish Perspectives,76 a number 
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of Christian and Jewish scholars have attempted to grapple with this, including, among 
others, John Pawlikowski, Judith Banki, Robert Schreiter and Irving Greenberg. 
Pawlikowski has pointed out that today, the challenge still remains to build on the 
foundations of Nostra Aetate. Although there have been some digressions from the teachings 
of Nostra Aetate, sometimes at the papal level, and while the document’s teachings might 
appear “simple and underdeveloped,” the Church should continue to endeavour towards a 
renewed relationship with the Jews and Judaism.77 Pawlikowski feels that there are still many 
areas that need further work in the realm of Christian-Jewish relations, including the 
challenges that pertain to the State of Israel and the tensions surrounding it, particularly 
significant to my own area of research. Pawlikowski asks, how can Christians dialogue with 
Jews about the Israeli-Palestinian conflict? Although not linking this issue to the State of 
Israel, Pawlikowski has also noted that mainstream Orthodox Christianity “have not bought 
into the new template on Christian-Jewish relations.” 78 Kessler also believes that “the 
changes that have taken place in what may be described as the Western churches, find few 
parallels in the East.” 79 He argues that Orthodox Christian – Jewish relations cannot move 
forward, until the Orthodox Churches have firstly engaged more deeply in ecumenical 
relations.80 These comments highlight a need for the Roman Catholic Church to engage in 
ecumenical discussions about the importance of renewed Christian-Jewish relations, 
particularly with the Orthodox Christian Churches of the Middle East, whose views and 
opinions shape, and are shaped by, their interaction with Israeli Jews and experiences of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict.  
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The Australian Roman Catholic Church’s attitudes towards Jews and Israel in the post- 
World War II era. 
 
To date, very little has research has been undertaken regarding the Australian 
Church’s contemporary approach towards the State of Israel, although the work of Rodney 
Gouttman shows that its stance towards the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 was 
negative. According to Gouttman, the Catholic Bishops in NSW were closely associated with 
the NSW branch of the Australian Labour Party, and particularly with Labour Prime Minister 
J.B. Chifley and the Minister for External Affairs, Dr H.V. Evatt. John Maloney believes that 
the Catholic Church in Australia had always been loyal to the official teaching of the Vatican, 
particularly in matters of foreign affairs. Australian Cardinal Dr N.S. Gilroy took up the plea 
of Redemptoris Nostri, from Pope Pius XII, to lobby the government for the 
internationalisation of Jerusalem. 81 Gouttman argues that the Cardinal sought to show, when 
writing to Rabbi Israel Porush of the Great Synagogue in Sydney in 1942, that the Australian 
Church did not support antisemitic attitudes in Australia. However, when questioned about 
his attitude towards Jerusalem in 1949, with its Christian Holy Sites under Jewish territorial 
control, he responded by saying, “Yes, we all apprehend things that we don’t know. We 
know Islam. It is quite conceivable that the Jews will be a hundred times better and our 
relations will be very cordial. There is always a fear of the unknown in human affairs.”82  The 
Cardinal was joined by other clerics, such as the Bishop of Armidale, in lobbying Prime 
Minister Chifley and Evatt to support the internationalisation of Jerusalem, and later, after the 
outbreak of the civil war following the United Nations General Assembly’s passage of 
Resolution 181, lobbied for the partition of Palestine, seeking aid for Arab refugees.83  
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For Gouttman, whilst it seemed that the Catholic leadership in Australia supported the 
Australian Jewish community through a condemnation of antisemitic sentiment in the years 
following World War II, they simultaneously did not see Jews in Australia as responsible for 
the anti-British actions of their coreligionists in Palestine and had no hesitations in criticising 
the actions of the Jewish terrorists or the nascent State of Israel. Israel’s victory over the 
Arabs led to allegations of a Jewish association with the Soviet Union and thus the Jewish 
State was associated with Communist policy. Gouttman states that these allegations appeared 
in the context of a greater fear amongst Catholic leaders that Communist ideology would 
infiltrate Australian society. He notes that, during the 1940s, the leaders of the Zionist 
movement in Australia found that the Catholic leadership avoided any statement that might 
be understood as support for the Jewish homeland in Palestine, with Cardinal Gilroy 
declining to make a comment whenever an audience was sought with him on this issue. 
Gouttman believes that, whilst the clergy of other Christian denominations addressed Jewish 
issues on public platforms, Catholic representatives remained silent.  The Catholic press on 
the other hand, whilst representing the view of the individual journalist, rather than Church 
leadership, still critiqued the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine much more openly, 
backing the Arab side more strongly. For Gouttman, this stance was based on the same 
concerns as the Holy See: the safety of Arab Christians and holy sites in the Holy Land, 
coupled with a fear of an Israeli alliance with the Communist Soviet Union.84   
Daniel Mandel is more critical of Gilroy’s “breezy dismissal of hostility in the 
Catholic Press.”85 He argues that anti-Jewish hostility amongst Australian Catholics was a 
motivating factor behind his behaviour. He cited a letter sent from Reverend M.J. Higgins of 
Wentworth, “I have spoken to my people of the danger to which these Sacred Places are 
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open. I have reminded them of the abuses to which they were subjected at the hands of the 
Jews during the course of hostilities, and have referred to what might be further expected at 
their unchristian hands.”86 Mandel feels that Evatt ignored the anti-Jewish hostility of the 
Catholic Church, and instead responded to their pleas by highlighting “Australia’s record 
championing an international regime, Israel’s proposal for limited internationalisation and its 
willingness to repair churches damaged in fighting.”87 In fact, Evatt did pursue and contribute 
to the achievement of internationalisation, earning him the gratitude of the Australian 
Catholic Church.88 
Suzanne Rutland, in her assessment of Evatt’s role in the internationalisation of 
Jerusalem, has highlighted a widespread secular Australian hostility, citing numerous secular 
press articles that were pro-British, anti-Zionist, and emphasised and strongly condemned 
Jewish terrorist activities.89 This would indicate that the Australian Church’s hostility may 
not have been entirely motivated by Gouttman’s arguments, but could be placed within a 
broader Australian attitude. Rutland makes clear however, that while Evatt felt that the 
devastation of the Holocaust justified a Jewish sanctuary in Palestine, he was also conscious 
of Catholic votes and support for the ALP, which may have played a part in his push for the 
internationalisation of Jerusalem, along with his desire to uphold the UN decision of 1947.90 
Hence, it would seem that there were a number of motivating factors behind the Australian 
Church’s response to the creation of the State of Israel, but this response was in-line with the 
official stance of the Vatican, which did not recognise the Jewish State. 
The Second Vatican Council’s change of approach towards Catholic-Jewish relations 
influenced the Australian Catholic Church, as did the papacy of Pope John Paul II. Yet, little 
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secondary literature has been written about the impact of either Pope John XXXIII or John 
Paul II regarding the Australian Catholic Church stance towards Israel. An Australian Jesuit 
Priest, Father W.G. Smith, was quite vocal in his positive assessment of Israel in numerous 
Catholic Journals in Australia, after being sponsored by the Australian Jewish community to 
visit Israel in 1964, in 1968 following the 1967 Six Day War, in 1970 and again in 1978. He 
wrote numerous articles discussing the State of Israel and the difficult refugee situation 
created by both the 1948 and the 1967 wars, emphasising however that the main aim of the 
Arab states was to annihilate Israel. Therefore, he believed that peace could only be achieved 
through: 
 
The acceptance of Israel as a viable and permanent part of the ME. The Jewish people 
have nowhere to go! No disputes about past mistakes by great powers, no charges and 
counter-charges about past illegalities and atrocities, no claims and counter-claims to 
sovereignty going back for hundreds of years should be allowed to obscure the fact 
that there is now a state of Israel, that it has been formally recognized by many 
nations, that it works and that it cannot be overturned except by massacre. Massacre 
must be taken as unacceptable.91 
 
 
Father Smith was termed the “Australian Catholic Church’s unofficial ambassador on 
Jewish issues” 92 by Executive Council of Australian Jewry President Isi Leibler, who also 
described him as “a tough political operator with an affinity towards Jews and Israel.”93  
Likewise, a late 1980s survey of Catholic press in Australia, and critique of its attitude 
towards Jews and the Middle East, by Bill Rubinstein and Michael Cohen, confirmed a 
change in the approach of the Catholic press in line with the spirit of Nostra Aetate. The 
Catholic publications examined (The Advocate, Annals Australia, Santamaria’s News Weekly, 
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and National Outlook), through 1986 to 1988, on the whole seemed to demonstrate a 
“genuine interfaith outlook”94 towards the Jews, more so than any of the other Christian 
denominations’ publications. In contrast, the publications of other denominations revealed 
some worrying trends amongst Australian Christians, with some obsessively anti-Israel.95 
The authors did note that a more conservative Catholic approach was evident in a few 
articles, which were hostile towards Jews on war crime issues in Israel.96 
Rebecca Erlich-Lacey has examined the Australian Catholic Bishops’ 1992 document, 
The Australian Guidelines for Catholic Jewish Relations (Guidelines),97 which she believes 
asserted the Church doctrines within Nostra Aetate, while also suggesting practical steps to 
implement this new approach in Australia. At this stage, the Vatican had not yet formally 
recognised the State of Israel, nor established diplomatic relations with it, but Lacey shows 
that the Guidelines did, however, acknowledge the Jewish religious attachment to the land of 
Israel and also the establishment of the State of Israel “according to international law,”  but 
she questions the sincerity of this as Bishop Bede Heather had referred to “that mythology 
which is attached the state of Israel in the Jewish mind,” when launching the document.98  
Also concerned about the Vatican recognition of Israel, Australian theologian 
Anthony Kenny, in his book The Catholic Jewish Dialogue and the State of Israel, traced the 
history of official Catholic teaching about the State of Israel, from the time of the Second 
Vatican Council, and into the early 1990s, making a plea to the Vatican to recognise the State 
of Israel. He concludes by asserting that there are no theological problems that could prevent 
the Vatican from recognising the State of Israel, but also that a recognition of the State of 
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Israel should not stop the Church from continuing to dialogue with Jews about the theological 
significance of the Land of Israel. He also highlights the Church’s “failure to respond to 
Jewish existential insecurity which is associated with the continuing safety and security of the 
State of Israel. This is the case even in situations where Israel is thrust immediately to the 
attention of Church leadership.”99 Ironically, the Vatican recognised the State of Israel in 
1993, the same year Kenny’s book was published.  
Despite the Vatican recognition of Israel in 1993, Australian Cardinal Cassidy wrote 
that in 1997, antisemitism “was by no means a thing of the past.” 100 Cassidy believed that not 
all Catholics had absorbed the instruction of the Second Vatican Council and subsequent 
documents on Catholic-Jewish relations, and vice versa, and that not all Jews are aware of the 
changes that have taken place in Catholic theology and practice. He called for a deeper and 
expanded dialogue between Catholics and Jews, leaving aside the superficial and moving 
ahead to discuss questions “in light of our religious or faith principles… giving a common 
witness to the religious values that we share to a world that is becoming more and more 
secularised and bereft of such values.” 101 Such a dialogue, Cassidy explains, should aim to 
“understand and accept each other as they really are, in order to be what God wants them to 
be in their societies today, despite their basic differences.102 
Additionally, after the Pope’s death in 2005, Jeremy Jones noted a number of 
emerging perspectives amongst members of the Australian Catholic Church in his 2009 
Report on Antisemitism. Some of these were not in line with Vatican teaching. These trends 
included: 
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a) More conservative Church members who held on to a residual Supersessionism, from 
pre-Vatican II Church teachings. According to Jones, the result of this when 
addressing the State of Israel can be a “confusion between legitimate or 
unambiguously political commentary and negative and irrational depictions of the role 
of Jews and Judaism.”103  
b) A large Arabic-speaking community in Australia, with a substantial number of 
Christians of Middle Eastern descent, which had brought to the Australian Church 
their distinct experience. Jones believed that they held strong views about Middle 
Eastern issues and that their ardent political debate could merge with religious and 
racial stereotyping.104  
c) In addition, materials coming from Sabeel, an Ecumenical Christian Liberation 
Theology Centre, were being read by Australian Church members. He felt that this 
tended to encourage Leftist Church members to apply a Liberation Theology to the 
Arab-Israeli Conflict, which resulted in “seepage of anti-Semitic language and 
material in to religious discourse.”105  
d) On a positive note, the overwhelming response from the mainstream Churches in 
Australia had been a condemnation of antisemitism, with vocal opposition of 
antisemitism coming from Church leaders.106 
 
The trends proposed by Jones show a condemnation of antisemitism as the 
mainstream approach, but with elements of antisemitism to be found within Middle Eastern 
immigrant groups and those of the ideological Left. The leadership of the Australian Catholic 
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Church has not officially commented on these proposed emerging trends, although much has 
been written about them in a broader global context.  
Political attitudes to Israel 
In addition to the various theological perspectives that have emerged towards the 
State of Israel, a number of political viewpoints have also emerged, some of which might also 
be influencing Australian Catholics. Many scholars believe that, despite the horrors of the 
Holocaust, antisemitism has again emerged globally, and it is now largely aimed at the State 
of Israel. As Walter Lacquer explains, “antisemitism, Judeophobia, or the hatred and 
suspicion of the Jews, has appeared throughout history and many parts of the world with 
various degrees of intensity. This did not end with Hitler and the Second World War. But the 
motivation, character, and manifestation of antisemitism have changed over the ages.”107 
Laqueur holds the opinion that Judeophobia/antisemitism had moved through differing 
stages, each with its own characteristics, highlighting: 1) a general xenophobia that existed in 
ancient Egypt, Greece and Rome, in which the Jews were not particularly singled out; 2) a 
new and more defined phase of Judeophobia that began with the advent of Christianity, 
whose hostile theology towards the Jews led to frequent attacks, persecution and forced exile 
during the Middle Ages; 3) a modern, racialist antisemitism that emerged in central Europe 
during the latter half of the nineteenth century, which made the Jews responsible for the 
social problems that accompanied the growth of the nation-state and nationalist ideology, and 
the disintegration of feudal society that occurred after the economic revolution; 4) and 
finally,108 he felt that there is a “new antisemitism,” the most modern form of antisemitism 
that is substantially different to the earlier forms of antisemitism.109 Other scholars agree that 
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there is an alarming presence of antisemitism that exists today in the modern world. Alvin 
Rosenfeld highlights how the “new antisemitism” departs from the past antisemitisms that 
were fuelled by religious and racial biases, as antisemitism now seems to be based on 
ideological and political biases. Although he does recognise that older forms of the Jew 
hatred have not entirely disappeared, the difference today is that religious and racial 
antisemitism amongst the enlightened West is no longer considered respectable or persuasive, 
given the horrors of its most extreme form in the Holocaust. Additionally, Rosenfeld argues, 
religious antisemitism has also abated not only because of a revision of Church teaching 
about the Jews and Judaism, but also because of the fact that many Western countries have 
entered a “post-Christian” phase, where populations no longer uncritically adhere to the 
teachings of the Church.110  
Various scholars have sought to define the characteristics of this modern, “new 
antisemitism.” For Wistrich, today anti-Zionism is frequently becoming a form of 
antisemitism, through a “systematic delegitimisation, defamation, and demonisation of 
Israel.”111 He explains that the calls to dismantle the State increasingly use language that 
seeks to outlaw Israeli and Jewish behaviour simultaneously, deeming both as uncivilised and 
unacceptable. Wistrich has separated antisemitism from anti-Zionism, as two distinct 
ideologies, but explains that over time (particularly since 1948), some have converged the 
two. Wistrich makes a clear link between modern, radical forms of anti-Zionism and 
elements of the European antisemitism that immediately preceded the Holocaust. He believes 
that there are some parallels with the calls for an economic, scientific, and cultural boycott of 
Israel and the Nazi boycott that began in 1933. Additionally, Wistrich argues that the 
systematic deligitimisation of Israel in international forums, such as the United Nations, 
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where Zionism has been described as “genocidal” and “Nazis” and has been charged with 
“ethnic cleansing” of the Palestinians, utilises similar methods, arguments, and techniques to 
traditional racist antisemitism.112 This modern antisemitism manifests within a number of 
problematic attitudes towards Israel and the Jews around the globe: the linking of anti-
Zionism to the Palestinian cause has given the Arab world grounds to delegitimise Jewish 
nationhood and Jewish religious links to the land of Eretz Israel; Palestinian Christians have 
developed a Liberation Theology, using older Christian antisemitic language to demonise the 
Jews as the oppressors of the Palestinian underdog, finding support from the western 
Christian world; Palestinian suffering and Arab anti-Zionism have found echoes in Europe, 
with a new version of an old antisemitism - once again, the “wandering Jews” have no 
legitimate rights to the land; the left-wing label Zionism as a “racist, apartheid, colonialist, 
and imperialist movement,” shifting the guilt of Europe’s genocidal and colonial past onto 
Israel.113 Although Laqueur and Rosenfeld have both attempted to show a clear distinction 
between the historical phases of antisemitism, Wistrich presents a modern antisemitism that 
still maintains elements of religious anti-Judaism and racial antisemitism, thus clearly having 
implications for the Church.  
Jonathan Sacks also feels that a common thread runs through all the historical forms 
of antisemitism, describing antisemitism as; “the symptom of an armed endurable sense of 
humiliation.”114 By tracing the history of antisemitism from the beginnings of Christianity, 
through to its culmination in the Holocaust, Sacks has exposed, for example, Christianity’s 
humiliation at being overtaken by Islam in the eleventh century; Germany’s humiliation when 
defeated in World War I and punished under the Treaty of Versailles; and the humiliation of 
Islam at the defeat of the Ottoman empire in 1922. According to Sacks, these events caused 
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the sufferers to seek a scapegoat to blame and be punished. He concluded by claiming that for 
two millennia, this scapegoat has been the Jews.115 Given Sacks’ concerns, if the new 
manifestations of antisemitism today still have elements of or links to the religiously based 
antisemitic claims of the Church’s past, then Christianity must take seriously its historic 
legacy and its unique responsibility to confront antisemitism today. 
 
Anti-Israel = Antisemitism? 
 
Although scholars do not agree as to whether today’s antisemitism can show 
continuity with older forms, or exhibits an entirely new form, many agree that antisemitism 
today focuses its efforts on the modern State of Israel.  Natan Sharansky has developed 
further the definition of the “new antisemitism” with his 3D test of antisemitism: 
demonization, double standards and delegitimisation. He explains that the previous 
antisemitism was aimed at the Jewish people or religion, whereas today, it is aimed at the 
Jewish State.  He describes the demonisation of the Jewish state as the extreme over-
exaggeration of Israel’s actions, for example when comparisons are made between Israelis 
and Nazis and between Palestinian refugee camps and Auschwitz. Double standards, he 
describes as Israel being criticised selectively and singled out by the UN for human rights 
abuses, which are not raised when committed by other larger and more powerful nations. 
Finally, delegitimisation he explains as a denial of Israel’s fundamental right to existence.116 
Many scholars agree with this definition of the “new antisemitism,” including Catholic 
theologian Pawlikowski, who speaks of double standards and delegitimisation being the basis 
of a “rule of thumb” to determine a legitimate critique of Israeli politics, from 
antisemitism.117 Conversely, Laqueur states that other observers believe antisemitism and 
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anti-Zionism are two distinct ideologies and therefore that there is no new antisemitism, as 
the traditional antisemitic stereotypes are not utilised. He cautions that the line between anti-
Zionism, anti-Israel and antisemitism is not so clear, highlighting that “inflamed passions” 
and the suffering of Palestinians can explain Palestinian attitudes and their generalised 
critiques of Israelis and Jews. However, according to Laqueur, this does not explain the 
aggressive critique of Israel from those who do not have a personal stake in the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, and who solely concentrate on support for Palestine, instead of all instances of 
oppression and suffering in the world.118 The works of these scholars, points out a general 
guide for determining the presence of a new antisemitism, as distinct from a legitimate 
critique of Israeli politics, but Laqueur’s arguments caution that different cases of anti-
Zionism should be individually examined, before being labelled as antisemitism, is correct.  
Wistrich also believes that Holocaust Denial is a form of contemporary antisemitism. 
He defines Holocaust denial as a refusal to believe that it is a historical fact that six million 
Jews were murdered by the Nazis during World War II. Denial can range from outright 
rejection, to “minimalisation, banalization, and relativization” of specific facts and events, to 
question the uniqueness or authenticity of the Shoah.119 He believes that “open or latent 
antisemitism is undoubtedly the key factor behind the spread of Holocaust denial, and at the 
same time, that “revisionists” play on the widespread German desire to be released from 
shame and guilt, to “normalize” the Nazi past, and reassert a robust patriotism.”120  Wistrich 
argues that another element of Holocaust Denial is Holocaust Inversion, which is the usage of 
Holocaust terminology to describe the Arab-Israeli conflict. This has contributed to 
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Holocaust “relativization and banalization through false analogies, especially with the 
policies of the Jewish State.”121 Wistrich provides some examples from anti-Zionist voices in 
the West during the Second Intifada in 2002, including an article in the Greek publication, 
Eleftherotypia, with a headline that read, “Holocaust II: The War machine of Sharon is 
attempting to carry out a new Holocaust, a new genocide.” Similarly, the French paper Le 
Monde published an image in 2002 that depicted the destruction of the Warsaw Ghetto 
uprising as identical to the Israeli military operation in Jenin.122 Walter Laqueur also voices 
concerns about widespread Holocaust denial in the Arab world. Another persuasive Arab 
myth is that Israel was established to compensate the Jews for the Holocaust.123 Of most 
concern to Laqueur is that, “there are no reliable polls showing to what extent these versions 
were truly believed, but according to all evidence they were accepted by the majority, 
probably the great majority, of Arabs and stated with great emotional intensity.”124 The old 
antisemitism is now being repackaged in the form of Holocaust Denial, used in the discourse 
of accusation against the State of Israel by both the Western and the Arab world.  
All these elements of contemporary antisemitism have also been confirmed by the 
International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance, who in their 2016 working definition of 
antisemitism,125 include, among other factors: “Making mendacious, dehumanizing, 
demonizing, or stereotypical allegations about Jews;” “Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms 
(e.g. gas chambers) or intentionality of the genocide of the Jewish people at the hands of 
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National Socialist Germany and its supporters and accomplices during World War II (the 
Holocaust)” and “Drawing comparisons of contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis;” 
“Denying the Jewish people their right to self-determination;” and “Applying double 
standards by requiring of it a behaviour not expected or demanded of any other democratic 
nation.”126 
According to Rosenfeld, today’s antisemitism is emerging across the globe with some 
commonalities, but it is also being shaped by specific local circumstances and national 
settings, a number of which will be considered below.127  
 
 
The Arab-Muslim World 
 
Pawlikowski and Sacks have examined the Arab-Muslim world.  Pawlikowski 
explains that, while the Arab-Israeli conflict is a clash between two legitimate, but 
competing, nationalistic, anti-colonialist movements, there is an antisemitic component in the 
Arab opposition to Israel, threatening Israel’s survival. Pawlikowski stresses that a vast 
quantity of antisemitic propaganda is published and circulated throughout the Middle East, 
though often rarely seen by Westerners, and recalls the Arab relations with the Nazi regime, 
highlighting the cooperation of the grand mufti of Jerusalem with Hitler, while additionally, 
providing the statistics of those killed in various Middle Eastern countries during the Second 
World War. He concludes this discussion by stating his belief that, while the Western world 
worked ardently to wipe out racism after the horrors of the Holocaust, little was done in the 
Arab world. It was his belief that most scholars overly generalise the historiography of 
Muslim-Jewish relations. Depictions of harmonious relations between Muslims and those 
Jews who lived in Muslim lands during the Middle Ages, glosses over the “subordination, 
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fiscal exploitation, and attacks on persons and property,”128 that occurred to Jews under the 
Pact of Omar. He made a strong statement that Muslim hostility towards the Jews is 
embedded within the Quran itself, using the following examples: “God has condemned Jews 
to “humiliation and wretchedness” for rejecting the prophecy of Muhammad (Sura II, 61; III, 
112; LIV, 2 – 3); “Jewish hostility is depicted as an indelible characteristic of the Jews and 
their religion” (Sura V, 82); and Jewish opposition to Muhammad is explained by Jewish 
“perversity and greed” (Sura V, 96). He believes that the masses of Muslims of the Arab 
nations continue to cling to the spirit of subordination of the Pact of Omar and thus the 
independent state of Israel has become troublesome for Muslims, as it puts Jews on equal 
footing with Muslims. Furthermore, if the Pact of Omar were reinstated over the Jews of 
Israel, such a situation would bring about the “spiritual and cultural emasculation of Judaism, 
which would in time ensure its slow but real death.”129 Whilst providing an overview of 
antisemitic issues within the Muslim-Arab world, Pawlikowski makes no mention of 
Christians in the Arab world, in regards to their experience of the State of Israel and their 
consequent attitude towards the Jews and their State. 
Sacks’ opinions stand in contrast with Pawlikowski’s, as he distinguishes between 
Islam’s traditional contempt for the Jews, but not a hate for the Jews. He concludes that 
antisemitism was imported into Islam from outside European influences, including the classic 
Christian myth of the blood libel, and the late nineteenth century Protocols of the Elders of 
Zion. The claims of these two myths are being propagated within Islam and the Middle East 
today. Although Europe had largely cured itself of antisemitism, according to Sacks, it now 
seems to be returning, imported there from the Middle Eastern cultures.130  
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BDS in Europe  
 
With scholars claiming that antisemitism is being re-imported into Europe from Arab 
lands, Jean Amery has probed further by highlighting the role of the Western European 
bourgeois attitudes. In his now classic work, Antisemitism on the Left (1976), written in 
response to the Arab oil embargoes of 1967 and 1973, Amery notes that the Western 
European bourgeoisie (in addition to their traditionally dormant antisemitism) had become 
very invested in business deals with the Arab world and were all too happy to accede to the 
Arab boycott demands of Israel for the sake of an oil deal and petrodollars. With their 
concern with access to oil, the Western bourgeoisie aligned themselves with the Arab world, 
making an economic boycott of Israel seem politically respectable to the Western world. 
Amery makes the strong claim that those in power “from the White House to the Palais de l’ 
Elysée, to Downing Street, or the Kremlin,”131 would always defend the right of the Arabs to 
protect the petrodollar, at the expense of the rights of the Jews. He believes that even the 
Vatican will act to obtain the “goodwill” of the Muslim world, evidenced by the 1976 
Islamic-Christian colloquium, where Vatican representatives signed a general condemnation 
of Israel,132 highlighting the complexity of Vatican-Israeli relations.  
Although the Vatican gave official recognition to Israel in the 1993 Fundamental 
Agreement, Charles Merkley believes that complexities (including those highlighted by 
Amery) still exist. Merkley notes that some Vatican actions since the signing of the 
Fundamental Agreement, have been viewed with suspicion by the Jewish and Israeli world, 
such as papal audiences with Arafat and Vatican representatives attending ceremonies of the 
Palestinian National Authority. As well, on 6 November 1995, the Holy See accepted an 
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‘Office of the Representative of the Palestinian Liberation Organization to the Holy See,’ 
anticipating a recognition of the State of Palestine (although not made official until 2015). 
Additionally, Merkley feels that Vatican-Israeli relations had been strained by Pope John 
Paul II’s appointment to senior Church positions in Israel, certain Palestinian Arabs who had 
previously expressed support for factions that publicly opposed the Oslo process and were 
committed to armed struggle.133 The work of these scholars demonstrates the crossover 
between Church theology and politics when dealing with Israel, and hence why political 
views towards Israel can impact on Christian theological views. 
  
 
The Liberal Left 
 
In addition to the actions of the Western bourgeoisie, Amery has also highlighted an 
emerging antisemitism on the political left of the Western world, pointing out the young 
socialist support for the Palestinian “freedom fighters,” and criticism of the “imperialist 
oppression” of the Israelis, particularly in response to Israel’s military victory in 1967, and 
subsequent occupation of the West Bank and Gaza.  Their anti-Israel arguments, according to 
Amery, increasingly make use of traditional antisemitic language. Addressing the political 
left, Amery warns of a twofold result if this fervent anti-Zionism does not come to an end: 
Firstly, it will lead to the “total damnation of the human community;” and secondly, it will 
lead to the “self-destruction of what yesterday was still the Left.”134 Amery criticises the Left 
for their quick protest of injustices committed around the world, with the stark exception of 
the Arabs, to whom he felt they give “blind support” and a “mechanical yes-vote.”135  
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Jonathan Freedland adds to this argument, having discussed the strong presence of a 
leftist antisemitism today. He discusses the care that was taken by the British liberal left after 
the attacks of 11 September 2001 and 7 July 2005, to distinguish the wider Muslim 
community from the terrorists responsible for those attacks, denouncing a response of 
Islamophobia. In contrast however, there was no similar initiative taken to distinguish the 
wider Jewish community from the events that occurred during operation Cast Lead in 
Israel/Gaza. Evidence of this is the Community Security Trust’s report that the four weeks 
after Cast Lead began, saw an eightfold increase in antisemitic incidents across Britain, 
including attacks on synagogues, physical assaults on Jews and antisemitic graffiti. Freedland 
comments on antiwar protests across Europe, where cries of condemnation of Israel’s actions 
are mixed with verbal assaults on Jews. He asserts that one must distinguish between Zionists 
and Jews, but explains that although this might occur at an intellectual level, it is less likely to 
happen on the street, and thus he urges Britain’s liberal left, who “pride themselves on their 
vigilance against racism,”136 to lead by example, showing the same support for Britain’s 
Jewish community as they have for the Muslim community. 137  Likewise, Amery has urged 
the Left to “redefine itself within the context of the problem of Israel and ‘the Jewish 
problem.’”138 He felt that the Left could help to solve the problem of Israel and the Jewish 
problem by fighting for Jewish freedom to assimilate within their host countries and also to 
immigrate freely to Israel.139 
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Political Views towards Israel in Australia 
To ascertain whether such views have emerged in the Australian context, it is helpful 
to begin with the work of Philip Mendes, who considers whether antisemitism is on the rise 
in Australia, to which he answers both ‘yes’ and ‘no.’ Yes, there has been an increasing 
critique of Israel and Jewish supporters of Israel, such as in the Australian online journal New 
Matilda; some sections of mainstream political organisations, academia, trade unions and 
intellectual journals of the ideological Left; and some groups within the Arab and Muslim 
populations of Australia. However, Mendes also believes that very little antisemitism had 
entered the political mainstream and that there is a new phenomenon of conservative Philo-
semitism, viewing Jews as patriotic Australians who champion liberal, democratic values, 
also having a pro-Israel stance, seeing Israel (post-1967) as an effective opponent of the 
Soviet Bloc and Islamic fundamentalism. 140  However, both Mendes and Paul Kelly caution 
about the arrival of immigrants from the Middle-East, who might bring antisemitic baggage 
to Australia. The challenge remains for Australia to ensure that migrants do not play out the 
overseas conflicts of their homeland on Australian shores.141 
Peta Jones Pellach speaks further of the challenges and successes for interfaith 
dialogue, around the topic of the State of Israel, in Australia. She highlights that while the 
Abrahamic Faiths in Australia are keen to dialogue with one another, dialogue about the State 
of Israel often reveals different understandings and points of contention, with Christians and 
Muslims voicing political and theological concerns. Jones Pellach provides a few examples 
where this was the case, such as a meeting of the Uniting Church-Jewish Dialogue in 2000, 
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and a later meeting of the Australian National Dialogue of Christians, Muslims and Jews 
(AND-CMJ). During both events, the Jewish representatives realised that their dialogue 
partners entirely equated the term ‘Zionism’ with racism, imperialism, colonialism, brutality, 
oppression and occupation, with Christian activists siding with the underdog – the “helpless 
Arabs” who are being dominated by the “aggressive superpower,” Israel.142 For the Jewish 
representatives, it was a challenge to explain to those present that Zionism was, for them, the 
national struggle of the Jewish people, longing for return to the biblical homeland, the Land 
as the fulfilment of Covenant. Jones Pellach states that a number of approaches have helped 
Jewish Australians to explain their religious connection to the land of Israel, including: 
personal testimonies; reading of biblical texts and medieval poetry that expresses attachment 
to the Land; reading of historical sources that depict the status of Jews in nineteenth century 
eastern Europe and the survivors of the Shoah; as well as reading of modern Israeli writings 
that show universal values and sensitivity to the aspirations of the Palestinian people.143 
Despite some educative successes, respect and friendships, Jones Pellach believes that “there 
are still contested... including the inability of some of our dialogue partners to empathise with 
the idea of a holy land,” and that “Israel is perceived as invulnerable and even threatening. 
Among many genuinely concerned Australians, there is no comprehension of the hostility to 
the very existence of Israel that is the reality of the Middle East.”144 For Jones Pellach, the 
Jewish “ongoing harmonious acceptance into the Australian community depends on forging 
bonds with the increasing numbers of non-Jewish Australians who might be our theological 
opponents or even our enemies,”145 highlighting the urgent necessity for a continual dialogue 
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between religious traditions, regarding international issues such as the State of Israel, that 
have a ripple effect and impact relationships between faiths within Australia.  
 
Conclusion 
This Literature Review shows that many scholars are in agreeance that Christianity 
has a history of antisemitism, largely marked by Supersessionist Theology. In the aftermath 
of the Holocaust, the Catholic Church radically changed its teachings concerning Jews and 
Judaism during the Second Vatican Council, in a document called Nostra Aetate. Nostra 
Aetate has inspired many scholars to work on various theological areas concerning the 
Church’s relationship with Jews and Judaism. One area that still needs further work, is the 
Church’s understanding of the importance of the Land of Israel for Jews and Judaism, which 
will involve an assessment of the various Christian theologies that have emerged concerning 
Israel. Another worrying trend revealed by scholars is the phenomenon known as the “new 
antisemitism,” which has had a global impact on political opinions regarding the State of 
Israel. Within Australia, a number of scholars have examined the Church attitude to the 
creation of the State of Israel, which largely followed the pre-Vatican II Supersessionst 
stance, and also was predominately concerned with the status of Christians and Christian 
Holy Sites in the Land. Following this work, there is a gap in the literature concerned with 
the Australian Catholic Church’s response to the Vatican’s renewed teachings about Jews and 
Judaism, and in particular, responses to actions of Pope John Paul II in relation to the State of 
Israel. In light of the trends revealed by scholars in this review, this thesis seeks to provide a 
deeper investigation of the theological perspectives of the Australian Catholic Church 
towards the Modern State of Israel, and will examine the Australian Church publication, 
Eureka Street, as a case study. While it was expected that the attitudes displayed in Eureka 
Street would shed light on the Australian Catholic Church’s acceptance of the changes 
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introduced by Pope John Paul II, in fact, there was more focus on the political developments 
during his tenure. To create a better understanding of these issues, this thesis will first discuss 
the Jewish and then the Christian theology in regard to the Land of Israel. 
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Chapter 2 : The Evolution of Jewish Theology and the Land of 
Israel 
 
In order to investigate the Australian Catholic Church’s theological responses to the 
State of Israel, it is vital to first establish Judaism’s own theological understanding of the 
Land of Israel. As Lawrence Hoffman has explained, in regards to the place of Israel in 
Jewish thought and practise; 
 
Remarkably little research has been done in exploring the scope and parameters of 
this seminal idea and the ways in which it interrelates with other categories in the 
system of religious thought and action we call Judaism. The Land of Israel remains a 
fertile field for research.146  
 
 
Nevertheless, pioneering works by both Christians and Jews have been developed over the 
last 30 odd years, some motivated by the fact that the Land has become a “hot topic” within 
Christian-Jewish dialogue.147 This chapter focuses on the evolution of Jewish theology of the 
Land from biblical times to the present, discussing the key religious and intellectual 
interpretations and understandings that have emerged over time.  
 
Biblical Foundations 
 
An investigation of the Jewish theological understanding of the place of the Land of 
Israel, must begin with Judaism’s biblical texts. Whilst there is evidence that in some early 
Ancient Near Eastern religions, ideas can be found about the sacred and profane spaces 
where the god(s) dwelt, other ideas about land that are found in the Bible, are particular to 
Israelite religion and later Judaism.148 This would especially include the theological self-
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understanding that the Jews are God's covenant people, with this covenant foundational to the 
threefold relationship between God, His people, and the Land, as established in the book of 
Genesis,149 and expressed consistently throughout the Hebrew Bible. According to Harry M. 
Orlinksy, the Bible should be understood in its entirety as a lawbook that expresses the acting 
out of the covenant between God and Israel:  
 
This contract stated that the two parties agreed to remain loyal to one another forever, 
to the exclusion of all other parties: Israel would worship no other deity, and God 
would choose no other people to protect and prosper. In accordance with legal 
proceedings, both parties confirm, usually by vow or a sacrifice, their exclusive 
contractual obligation to one another.150  
 
 
This covenant with the People of Israel is also inextricably tied to the Land of Israel. 
Beginning in the book of Genesis is God’s covenant with the whole world. Following God’s 
destruction of the creation that had become corrupt, and God’s restoration of creation through 
Noah and his family, God promised to never again send a flood to destroy the earth (Gen 9: 
8), and the universe in return would thus have to abide by the natural (or Noahide) laws of 
God. As Genesis continues with the Abrahamic story, the universal covenant is accompanied 
by a more limited and specific covenant between God, Abraham, then Isaac and Jacob, and 
their heirs (Gen 12: 1-4; Gen 26: 2 – 6; Gen 28: 13 – 15; Gen 35: 9 – 15). The foundation of 
the contract into which God and each of Israel’s three ancestors entered, is the Land: God 
promised Abraham, "Unto thy seed have I given this land," (Gen. 15:18-19) and later 
confirms, "And I will make my covenant between Me and thee… and I will establish my 
covenant between Me and thee… and I will give unto thee, and to thy seed after thee, the land 
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of thy sojournings, all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession, and I will be their 
God" (Gen 17: 8 - 9). Orlinsky explains that, 
 
Were it not for the Land that God promised on oath to Abraham and to Isaac and to 
Jacob and to their heirs forever, there would be no covenant. For be it noted that 
everything in the contract, all the blessings – economic, territorial, political, increase 
in population, and the like – all these would be forthcoming from God to Israel, not in 
Abraham’s native land in Mesopotamia, nor in Aran-naharaim/Paddanaram, nor in 
Egypt, but in the Promised Land.151   
 
 
Further biblical episodes point to the centrality of the Land within the covenant, 
including the changing of names. For example, God’s change of Abram’s name to Abraham 
(Gen 17: 1-8), is pivotal to the covenant as God concludes in verse 8 that Canaan is an 
“everlasting stronghold.” Additionally, when God directs Abraham to change Sarai’s name to 
Sarah (Gen 17: 15 – 21), God concludes in verse 21, “But my covenant I will maintain with 
Isaac.” Likewise, God’s renaming of Jacob as Israel (Gen 35: 9 -12), points directly to the 
contractual blessing of Land. The account of the acquisition of the burial ground for the 
patriarchs and matriarchs also highlights the importance of the Land. The transfer of a small 
piece of Ephron the Hittite’s property to Abraham was accepted, not as a gift, but as a legally 
purchased acquisition (Gen 23).152 Circumcision is introduced in Genesis 17, to be performed 
by Abraham and all the males in his household in return for the gifts of fertility and Land that 
God has just promised Abraham.  Hence, verse 11 expresses the idea that Circumcision is a 
sign of the covenant (or berit) between God and Abraham and Abraham’s descendants. The 
specific act of Circumcision, as a visual reminder of the covenantal agreement, seems to be 
directly connected to both the promises of fertility and land. Once circumcised, the one 
hundred-year-old Abraham receives the seemingly impossible news that his wife Sara has 
                                                             
151 Orlinsky, “The Biblical Concept of the Land of Israel,” 34. 
152 Ibid., 36 – 37. 
48 
 
conceived – God’s promise of fertility has been fulfilled.153 Shaye J.D. Cohen explains then 
how circumcision and land are connected: 
 
From fertility to land is not a big step. If circumcision helps guarantee the birth of 
sons, surely the sons need a patrimony to inherit. God promises Abraham a mighty 
brood and a land: the land of Canaan. In the book of Joshua (5: 2–12), just after 
crossing the Jordan and just before celebrating the Passover and eating of the produce 
of the holy land for the first time, the Israelites are circumcised by Joshua. (The text 
explains that the Israelites, while wandering in the desert for forty years, had not been 
circumcised.) The story marks the connection not only between circumcision and 
Passover… but also between circumcision and the possession of the land. 
Circumcision prepares the Israelites for their conquest and possession of the land 
promised by God to Abraham. Circumcision, then, guarantees male fertility and the 
gift of the land.154 
 
 
As the Torah recounts the death of the patriarchs and moves into the book of Exodus, 
the covenant with God becomes national. As God promised the patriarchs, it is their 
descendants as a nation who become the covenanted partner. Not the individuals Moses, 
David, Elijah, or Amos, but all of Israel.155 From the book of Exodus onwards, inclusive of 
the theophany at Mount Sinai and its associated laws, the focus is on entering the Promised 
Land and the establishment of a society there. These laws are promulgated throughout much 
of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers, and even in the book of Deuteronomy, where the 
emphasis of authors, compilers, and editors is on the organisation and quality of the 
community of Israel after God had settled them in the Promised Land. God’s covenantal 
promise is continually reiterated in the Torah. In Numbers 34, the Lord tells Moses, "this is 
the land that shall fall to you for an inheritance" (Numbers 34: 2), outlining its geographical 
boundaries. The covenantal promise is again renewed in Deuteronomy 11, where Moses 
speaks of "the land that you are crossing over to occupy… a land that the Lord your God 
looks after” (Deut. 11: 11 – 12), and it culminates in Deuteronomy 30:  
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Return to the Lord your God, and you and your children obey him with all your heart 
and with all your soul, just as I am commanding you today, then the Lord your God 
will restore your fortunes and have compassion on you, gathering you again from all 
the peoples among whom the Lord your God has scattered you. Even if you are exiled 
to the ends of the world, from there the Lord your God will gather you, and from 
there he will bring you back. The Lord your God will bring you into the land that 
your ancestors possessed, and you will possess it (Deut. 30: 1 – 5).   
 
Simultaneous to this, however, is the Deuteronomic self-criticism of Israel’s way of 
life, and the declaration that possession of the Land is not automatic or eternal - Israel can 
only continue to possess the Land on the basis of her behaviour. The mitzvot 
(commandments) given by God instruct how one lives on that Land, but they are conditional - 
if Israel disobeys the commandments, God can expel her from the Land. Adherence to 
religious worship and the maintenance of a community of justice, including both the Israelite 
and the resident alien (ger), is required:156 
 
Since the greatest reward offered Israel in the covenant with God is peace and 
prosperity in their own land, so the greatest punishment for violation of the covenant 
is the loss of the land, exile; drought epidemic, Locust, even invasion by and loss of 
sovereignty to a more powerful nation.157  
 
 
At the same time, it is also stressed that God would never completely sever his covenant with 
Israel but, after due punishment, would resume the covenantal agreement and restore Israel to 
the Land (e.g. Deuteronomy 30:15 – 20). The Israelite settlement in the Promised Land was 
not simply an element, but rather the core of the covenant between God and each of the 
patriarchs, and, for all of time, the Israelite nation, and God’s blessings are possible only in 
the Land of Israel.158  
Within the book of Joshua, the portrayal of the covenant clearly establishes it as a 
legal and binding exchange of obligations and rewards for each of the two contracting parties. 
Joshua 24 begins with the verse, “Joshua assembled all the tribes of Israel at Shechem. He 
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summoned Israel’s elders and commanders, magistrates and officers, and they presented 
themselves before the Lord.” The beginning of this book indicates that the writer intended to 
proceed to record in a legal, court setting, the two parties of the covenant confronting each 
other over a dispute. The book continues to recount all the works of God for his covenant and 
role in the history of Israel, beginning with Abraham, through to his patriarchal descendants, 
and his liberation of the Hebrews from Egypt, culminating in the conquest of Canaan. The 
narration stresses that God had indeed observed his part of the contract. Verses 14 FF asked 
Israel to, “therefore review the Lord and serve him with undivided loyalty,” to which the 
people resoundingly agreed, highlighting that this was not a benevolent gift from God to 
Israel, but a contractual obligation between the two parties. Similarly, in Jeremiah, Hosea, 
and Amos, the contractual agreement between Israel and God is presented, as is the breaking 
of the contract when Israel does not observe her end of the deal - the biblical explanation for 
Israel’s historical economic, political, social, and military upheavals. The authors of Joshua, 
Judges, Samuel, Kings, Ezra – Nehemiah, Chronicles, and the prophets, explain banishment 
from the land, exile and captivity to be a result of Israel’s lack of observance of the covenant, 
with the homeland being the ultimate reward for renewed observance. To these biblical 
writers, the holiness of the Land reflects the holiness of God himself, whose presence and 
abode are holy and generate holiness, thus the Land (as his people) is holy and must be 
preserved accordingly.159  
Orlinsky heeds Christian biblical scholars to not theologically categorise the Land as a 
mere gift from God to Israel,160 explaining,  
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In accordance with the covenant between God and each of the patriarchs and with the 
people of Israel, which both parties to the contract vowed to fulfil, God gave Israel 
the land of Canaan. This is not a gift, “something that is given voluntarily and without 
compensation, a present” (the American Heritage dictionary of the English language, 
1969); the Hebrew Bible regarded the covenant as a case of quid pro quo, an 
altogether legal and binding exchange of obligations and rewards for each of the two 
contracting parties. If God became Israel’s deity and no other people’s, and if God 
gave to Israel, and to no other people, the land of Canaan, Israel in turn had to accept 
and worship God alone and no other deity, powerful and attractive as so many of the 
deities flourishing at the time appeared. This agreement on the part of God with Israel 
was no gift, no strings attached – no more on the part of God than on the part of the 
patriarchs or Israel; on the contrary, it was a normal and valid case of give-and-take 
common to every kind of contract into which two parties voluntarily enter, with 
strings very much attached thereto.161 
 
The Jerusalem Temple 
 
The Prophetic books and Psalms emphasise the significance of the Jerusalem Temple 
for Jews. Even though God is understood by Jews to be transcendent, the Jerusalem Temple 
was understood to be the place where God was most available. Although, over time, different 
groups developed different ideas about the way the rituals of the Temple should be 
conducted, all were in agreeance that the Temple was the special dwelling place of God.162 
It is King David who, after establishing his empire, the Kingdom of Jerusalem, wants 
to transform Jerusalem into the sacred centre of his kingdom, the City of God. In order to do 
this, the Ark of the Covenant, the wooden chest that held the stone tablets bearing the 
Commandments Moses received on Mount Sinai and was carried by the Israelites as they 
wandered through the desert, needed to be housed in Jerusalem.163 Jerusalem seemed to be 
already known as a sacred area, indicated by a number of references. Firstly, it is thought that 
Jerusalem, in the Middle Bronze Age (around 2000 BCE), was ruled over by a Canaanite 
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priest-king, Melchizedek. Melchizedek is mentioned in Genesis, which associates Abraham 
with a "Melchizedek king of Salem [who] brought out bread and wine; he was priest of the 
Most High (El – Elyon)” (Genesis 14:18). This is the first reference in the Torah to a ‘priest.’ 
Melchizedek goes on to bless Abraham, signifying that Abraham was his vassal. Melchizedek 
further features in Psalm 110 where King David is said to have become “a priest forever after 
the order of Melchizedek."  Secondly, Jerusalem was thought to be the place that Abraham 
was commanded by God to "Take your son, your only son Isaac, whom you love, and go to 
the land of Moriah, and offer him there as a burnt offering upon one of the mountains of 
which I shall tell you" (Genesis 22:2). 2 Chronicles 3:1 confirms that Moriah is the same 
place upon which the Temple of Solomon was built: "Then Solomon began to build the house 
of the Lord in Jerusalem on Mount Moriah, where the Lord had appeared to David his father 
at the place that David had appointed, on the threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite" (2 
Chronicles 3:10). Thirdly, Jerusalem was an important site where King David had established 
a threshing floor and established an "altar to the Lord, and offered burnt offerings and peace 
offerings" (2 Samuel 24:24—25). 1 Chronicles 21 - 22 outlines how God threatened King 
David and all of Israel with plague and destruction because David inappropriately declared a 
census of the fighting men of Israel. Just as God sent an angel to destroy Jerusalem, God 
relented, and the angel appeared before David on the threshing floor: "Then the angel of the 
Lord commanded Gad to say to David that David should go up and rear an altar to the Lord 
on the threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite." (1 Chronicles 21:18). David purchased the site 
and “built there an altar to the Lord and presented burnt offerings and peace offerings, and 
called upon the Lord, and he answered him with fire from heaven upon the altar of burnt 
offering" (1 Chronicles 21:26). David pronounces: "Here shall be the house of the Lord God 
and here the altar of burnt offerings for Israel" (1 Chronicles 22:1).164 Finally, the building of 
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the Temple upon a mountain parallels the receiving of the Word of God upon Mount Sinai, 
the other site of God’s revelation to Israel: "in the latter days ...the mountain of the House of 
the Lord shall be established as the highest of the mountains, and shall be raised above the 
hills… For out of Zion shall go forth the law, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem" 
(Isaiah 2:2 - 3).165  
Another concept that emerged was the understanding that the earthly Temple was 
based upon a heavenly model, essentially bringing heaven down to earth. In the book of 
Exodus, whilst Moses is on Mount Sinai, he is told by God, "According to all that I show you 
concerning the pattern of the tabernacle, and of all its furniture, so you shall make it" (Exodus 
25:9). The “pattern” (tabnit) is the heavenly version where God resides, serving as the model 
for the construction of the tabernacle, and then the Temple. From Chapter 40 of Ezekiel, the 
prophet is transported by a vision to a mountaintop, where he sees "a structure like a city 
opposite me," encountering "a man, whose appearance was like bronze, with a line of flax 
and a measuring reed in his hand." (Ezekiel 40:3). This man guides the Prophet around the 
heavenly city, relaying the dimensions of the Temple and of the city (chapters 40 – 42). The 
man appoints Ezekiel to “describe to the house of Israel the temple and its appearance and 
tabnit" (Ezekiel 43:10). It is made clear that the earthly Temple is to be based upon a 
heavenly form. Again, in 1 Chronicles 28, King David states that the Lord had revealed the 
tabnit for the construction of the Temple: 
 
David gave Solomon his son the plan for the vestibule of the temple, and of its 
houses, its treasuries, its upper rooms, and its inner chambers, and of the room for the 
mercy seat; and the plan of all that he had in mind for the courts of the house of the 
Lord, all the surrounding chambers, the treasuries of the house of God (1 Chronicles 
28:11—12).166  
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 In 1 Kings, King Solomon, upon dedicating the Temple, utters:  
 
But will God really dwell on earth? Even the heavens to their uttermost reaches 
cannot contain You, how much less this House which I have built! Yet turn, O Lord 
my God, to the prayer and supplication of Your servant… May Your eyes be open 
day and night toward this House, toward the place of which You have said, “My 
name shall abide there.” (1 Kgs. 8:27-29).167 
 
 
King Solomon marvels that a transcendent God could also be located in the one place, the 
Temple, and that a heavenly God had come down to earth. According to Lawrence 
Schiffman, this expresses the commonplace Jewish idea that God’s name had been invoked 
over a certain place, but also shows that the Deuteronomic theology of the divine name had 
expanded to become divine presence theology - ‘the name’ is equivalent to the kavod (the 
glory) and the shekhinah (the divine presence, in rabbinic terms). 168 
In 586 BCE the First Temple was completely destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar, the 
Babylonian King, and many Jews were exiled to Babylon. Mourning over the loss of the 
Temple is evident in the Book of Psalms: 
 
By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat, sat and wept, as we thought of Zion. There on 
the poplars we hung up our lyres, for our captors asked us there for songs, our 
tormentors for amusement, “Sing us one of the songs of Zion.” How could we sing a 
song of the Lord on alien soil? If I forget you, O Jerusalem, let my right hand wither; 
let my tongue stick to my palate if I cease to think of you, if I do not keep Jerusalem 
in memory even at my happiest hour (Ps. 137:1-6).169 
 
 
Likewise, the book of Lamentations states: 
 
The Lord has rejected His altar, disdained His Sanctuary. He has handed over to the 
foe the walls of its citadels; And laid a curse upon His Sanctuary. 
They raised a shout in the House of the Lord as on a festival day. The Lord resolved 
to destroy the wall of Fair Zion… (Lam. 2:7-8).170 
 
                                                             
167 Schiffman, “The Importance of the Temple for Ancient Jews,” 75. 
168 Ibid. 
169 Ibid., 89. 
170 Ibid., 88. 
55 
 
 
In 538 BCE, King Cyrus of Persia conquered the Babylonians and allowed the exiled 
Jews of Babylon to return home and rebuild the Temple. The Book of Ezra quotes Cyrus as 
stating:  
 
Thus says Cyrus king of Persia, “The Lord, the God of heaven, has 
given me all the kingdoms of the earth and He has appointed me to 
build Him a house in Jerusalem, which is in Judah. Whoever there is 
among you of all His people, may his God be with him! Let him go 
up to Jerusalem which is in Judah and rebuild the house of the Lord, 
the God of Israel; He is the God who is in Jerusalem” (Ezra 1:2-3). 
 
It was not until 515 BCE that the new Temple was consecrated, ending a seventy-year 
hiatus.171 Under the leadership of Nehemiah and Ezra, Temple ceremonies became a pivotal 
part of Jewish life. From the time of the rebuilding of the Temple, following the return from 
exile in Babylon, until the destruction of the Temple in 70 CE, the daily rites of the Temple 
never ceased (barring a minor period prior to the Hasmonean revolt in 167 BCE).172 God was 
worshiped through a sacrificial system involving the slaughter, cooking, and consuming of 
animals.173 Each day two lambs were slaughtered at dawn, and an additional two at sunset, 
each needing thirteen priests. 174 This was known as the Tamid (‘perpetual offering’) and was 
stipulated by God in Numbers 28:1– 8 as God’s daily “food”. The Tamid, as well as the 
sacrifices offered on the Sabbath and during the festivals, was purchased with taxed money 
from the Jewish people, and was sacrificed on the altar in the name of the entire nation. Other 
types of sacrifices included the “whole-burnt offering”, the “peace offering,” and the “sin 
offering,” which were bought and taken to the Temple by individual Jews who either sought 
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to seek atonement or to express gratitude to God. Priests were also responsible for 
supplementary offerings of grain, fruit and bread,175 as well as constantly keeping alight the 
sanctuary lamps and incensing the sacred parts of the Temple. Lay people were forbidden 
from entering the sanctuary, but priests kept the doors open so that the services could be 
observed. Each service concluded with the drinking of wine, reading from scripture and the 
singing of hymns and psalms, with the shofar horn blasted to mark significant parts of the 
liturgy.176 The protocols for the execution of the sacrificial cult are outlined in Leviticus, 
Numbers, and the last chapters of the book of Ezekiel. 177 In the materials originating from 
the period before 70 CE, the Temple is expressed as functioning with the priests at its centre, 
and the worshipping people of Israel at its outskirts, all of them receiving God’s special 
favour for ‘Zion’, a term encompassing this whole religious system. 178 This is later expressed 
in the Mishnaic notion of the levels of holiness: 
There are ten levels of holiness: 
1. The Land of Israel is holier than all other lands. 
2. Walled cities [in the Land] are holier than it…. 
3. Within the walls [Jerusalem] is holier than they…. 
4. The Temple Mount is holier than it…. 
5. (Within) the barrier around the Temple is holier than it…. 
6. The Women’s Courtyard is holier than it…. 
7. The Israelites’ Courtyard is holier than it…. 
8. The Courtyard of the Priests is holier than it…. 
9. Between the antechamber to the Temple building and the altar is 
holier than it…. 
10. The Temple building is holier than it…. 
11. The Holy of Holies is holier than they. (Kelim 1:6-9) 
 
This Mishnaic notion sees the Holy of Holies within the Temple building as the concentrated 
centre of holiness that permeates out into the Land of Israel and beyond.179 Second Temple 
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Judaism developed a notion that the sanctity of the Temple pervaded out into external areas – 
from the priests to the laity, from the Temple cult to everyday actions. Many sectarian groups 
of the Second Temple period thus maintained that the purity laws needed to also be upheld 
outside the Temple, and that the daily food on the household table was thus to be considered 
as holy as the meat on the Temple altar. Sectarian washings and immersions (baptisms) 
became widespread in this time period, and prayer and Torah study in the synagogue grew in 
popularity.180  
Pilgrimage to Jerusalem on Holy days was seen as a means of unifying the nation of 
Jewish people as they gathered together at the Temple. Psalms reflects on this sentiment: 
 
I rejoiced when they said to me, “We are going to the House of the Lord.” Our feet 
stood inside your gates, O Jerusalem: Jerusalem built up, a city knit together, to which 
tribes would make pilgrimage, The tribes of the Lord, –As was enjoined upon Israel 
— To praise the name of the Lord. (Ps 122:1-4).181 
 
The Torah commanded every Jew to make three pilgrimages each year to Jerusalem Temple 
(Deut.16:16-17, Exod. 23:14): For Pesach (Passover), fifty days later at Shavuot (Pentecost 
or Feast of Weeks), and in the autumn at Sukkot (Tabernacles or the Festival of Booths). In 
later Second Temple times, these demands were relaxed so that Jews in the Diaspora were 
only required to make the pilgrimage once in a lifetime, and Jews living in Galilee or far from 
the Temple should make the pilgrimage once a year.182  
Jews who lived in close proximity to Jerusalem prayed regularly at the Temple, as 
evidenced in the Gospel of Luke 1:10, “Now at the time of the incense offering, the whole 
assembly of the people was praying outside [the Temple],” and Acts 3:1, “One day Peter and 
John were going up to the Temple at the hour of prayer, at three o’clock in the afternoon.” 
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Lay Jews who could not reach Jerusalem for daily prayer, prayed facing in the direction of 
Jerusalem and the Temple183 and from this also developed the tradition that all synagogues 
are to be built facing Jerusalem. The Rabbinic sources further stipulated that the Eighteen 
Benedictions should be prayed facing in the direction of Jerusalem and the Temple: 
 
[If] one was riding on a donkey, he should dismount [to pray]. But if he is not able to 
dismount, he should turn his face [and pray]. And if he is unable to turn his face, he 
should concentrate his thoughts toward the Chamber of the Holy of Holies [while 
praying]. If he was sitting in a boat or wagon, or on a raft, he should concentrate his 
thoughts toward the Chamber of the Holy of Holies [while praying]. (Berakhot 4:5-
6).184  
 
 
Although some sectarian groups within the Second Temple time period objected to 
the running of the Temple, such as the Jews of Qumran, who completely removed themselves 
from the Temple of Jerusalem in protest at the perceived corruption of the priests and 
therefore illegitimate liturgy, they still prayed and looked forward to a new Temple that 
would be built in Jerusalem at the end times, managed by more righteous priests in 
accordance with the correct procedures.185 Hence, in one way or another, all Jews during this 
time saw the Temple in Jerusalem as the dwelling place of God on earth, and hence 
Jerusalem as the centre of the earth.186 From the Biblical period to its destruction by the 
Romans in 70CE, the Temple symbolised the unity of God and the unity of Israel: “One 
Temple for the one God,” explained Josephus.187  
 
Post-70CE Rabbinic Conceptions 
 
The destruction of the Temple and Jerusalem in 70CE by the Romans began a period 
coined as Rabbinic Judaism (roughly spanning from 70CE to the sixth century CE). The first 
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rabbis, known as Tannaim (first century CE to 200 CE), were responsible for the Mishnah.188 
Despite the fact that the Temple no longer existed, more than half of the Mishnah deals with 
Temple sacrificial laws. Cohen speculates that this might be either because:  
 
The Mishnah is confidently awaiting the time of their restoration, or because the 
temple cult had been ordained by God and the study of its regulations was now the 
equivalent of their implementation, or because the rabbis were attempting to create in 
their minds an ideal and perfect world to which they could escape from the imperfect 
world around them.189 
 
Whichever the case, Jewish life in Israel was in turmoil following the destruction of the 
Temple in 70CE and the failed Bar Kokhba Revolt against the Romans in 135CE, both 
leading to an increase in emigration from Israel. The Mishnah demonstrates how the Rabbis 
grappled with these religious crises and the reality of a growing Diaspora alongside a 
persistent theological attachment to the Land of Israel.190 Facing a Temple-less Judaism, the 
Rabbis developed the regimen of daily prayer, Torah study, participation in synagogue 
services, and observance of the commandments to sanctify Jewish life and ensure the survival 
of Judaism, yet at the same time, they remained stubbornly attached to the Land.191  
This tension can be seen in a number of the contradicting views and debates of the 
Mishnah. Charles Primus believes that within the Mishnah we find “an effort to assimilate 
and to reformulate the biblical inheritance,”192 coming to terms with the age-old story that 
Jews have told of the Land of Israel, with the Temple at its centre, suggesting ways in which 
the land might be understood within the system of Torah, using a number of pericopés that 
juxtapose habitation in the Land of Israel with enactment of commandments. For example, in 
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M.Kid.1:10, the Land is presented as a reward for the fulfilment of commandments. 
Contrastingly at b. Sot. 14a, from A.R. Simlai, the reward is instead the opportunity to fulfil 
commandments, with habitation of the Land as the means to do so. This example, according 
to Charles Primus, places the Land of Israel in a completely un-biblical context. Simlai’s 
periscope deemphasises the Land and accentuates the abiding of God’s commands, as 
recorded in Torah,193 perhaps demonstrating a shift in the way of Jewish life to one that 
focuses on Torah and Jewish Law, rather than Temple worship or political sovereignty.194 
Both examples have manipulated the Land for editorial purposes, according to Primus, and he 
argues that Simlai’s periscope has subordinated the Land to a higher form of rewards.195 
Another example, M. Hallah 2:1, presents the conflicting views of Rabbis Eliezer and 
Akiba on the suitability of dough made from products exported from Israel for a dough 
offering. According to Primus, this conflict represents different views on the sanctity that 
infuses the Land of Israel, and the way in which the Land becomes holy. Eliezer seems to 
hold the same view as Numbers 15:17-18, that it does not matter where the dough is 
physically prepared, so long as the produce has been grown in the Land of Israel. Primus 
believes that this view reflects an understanding that the holiness is attached to the soil of 
Israel and can be transmitted to all that grows in the soil, therefore that an element of holiness 
is attached to the dough made from produce exported from Israel. Akiba’s view reflects an 
assumption that the holiness of the Land of Israel only exists inside the borders of the Land of 
Israel, a “sacred space,” where holiness functions in this area alone. Primus sees these two 
views as contrasting, with Eliezer’s opinion that holiness can infuse objects and be 
transmitted from one object to another, even across territorial borders, reflecting the notion 
that holiness is contagious. However, Akiba’s view is that holiness is contained by invisible 
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borders. This sacred space is not holy because it is infused with a particular quality, but rather 
because of the area in which that quality occurs. Within the sacred space, rules, standards, 
regulations, and laws define the action of holiness. The Land of Israel, the city of Jerusalem, 
and the Temple compound, are all sorts of sacred space. This, according to Primus, reflects 
different theories on the nature of the holiness of the Land of Israel and on God’s relation to 
human beings, and particularly to Israel. It is God who generates, in Akiba’s view, the 
invisible borders of sacred space, willing that human beings live within this space, 
performing according to God’s plan for creation. In doing so, individuals become aware of 
the cosmic implications of actions performed daily: “in Judaism, these thoughts can be 
expressed in terms of living in the Land of Israel, the promised home of the people, Israel.”196 
It is also believed that when Israel is living in its Land, this has ramifications for the entire 
world, which can consequently all become sacred space with the Land of Israel as its centre. 
According to Eliezer’s theory, the holiness of Israel living in its own land will be infectious, 
spreading to the nations of the world, perhaps by witnessing their example, or through other 
forms of contact. Physical barriers between Israel and nations of the world can hinder this 
process. According to Akiba, the entire world is potentially a sacred space, with different 
regions subject to different sets of values and rules, each with its own special role to play.197  
The later rabbinic traditions however follow Akiba’s lead, investigating what 
individuals’ roles should be in different places, and at different times. “The goal is perception 
of everyday life as participation in a sacred realm of ultimate significance.”198 Indeed, 
rabbinic Halakhah hence dictates the public conduct expected in everyday life. Jacob 
Neusner identifies three categories of social teachings within rabbinic Halakhah, in relation 
to public conduct: The society viewed whole and in its constituents; the relationships within 
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the society between its principal parts; and the setting of the society in the larger context of 
cosmos and history.199 The Rabbinic social teachings recognise: the individual’s role within 
the corporate society of Israel, “a whole that exceeds the sum of the parts;”200 the 
relationships of balance and stasis between Israelites, which restore and maintain Israelite 
social order; and how God is thus existent everywhere within Israelite society, through all of 
its dealings. It is this third category that brings us to the importance of land within Rabbinic 
Jewish thought. Israel becomes a society worthy of God’s presence through Torah, the 
revealed governing principles of Israel’s consecration, represented in the Halakhic system. 
Through revealing the Torah, God made possible an Israelite social order that is perfect and 
eternal. For Rabbinic Judaism, the relationship between God and Israel is a function of 
location – it is “enlandized”. Neusner explains “enlandizement” as: 
 
The acts of relationship between Israel and God that take place in, and that are 
realized through, the situation of holy Israel within the actuality of the Land of Israel. 
The presence of Israel upon the Land affects the character of the Land. That presence 
affects, also, the character of Israel’s social order, and, as Scripture makes clear, the 
consequence for that social order, as to the future, of Israel’s conduct. That explains 
why the union of Israel with the Land imposes upon Israel occasions for a 
relationship with God that absence of Israel from the Land prevents.201 
 
 
Hence, Israel’s conduct within the Land, how Israel nurtures the Land and attains its life from 
the Land, is seen to dictate Israel’s relationship with God – Israel’s possession of the Land is 
subject to the abidance of the covenant, and so through sin the land was lost, and through 
repentance, regained: 
 
So Israel’s rendering to God what God requires as his share of the produce forms a 
principal expression of Israel’s covenanted relationship with God, which takes place 
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not only in, but also through, the Land. With God as landlord, Israel’s social order takes 
shape in the Land held by Israel in the status of the sharecropper.202  
 
God’s presence among Israel within the Land thus requires a continuing social order in the 
Land, achieved through abidance of the commandments.  
However, the tension between a tenacious attachment to the Land of Israel and an 
acceptance of the reality of Diaspora life remains evident in Rabbinic thought. The expansion 
of the synagogue as a substitution for the Temple in Jerusalem allowed Jews to have a 
spiritual, communal home that still connected in ways with the Land of Israel, namely having 
all synagogues face Jerusalem and the liturgy and ritual based on the Temple services. 
Additionally, the Jewish calendar was fashioned to coincide with the seasons in the Land of 
Israel. The Rabbis also established a number of days to reflect upon the place of Israel in 
Jewish memory, such as the fast of Tisha B’av. Prayers begin to convey more futuristic and 
messianic themes - God will bring joy and reparation to his people suffering in exile and 
persecution, and Jerusalem, the Temple and Davidic Kingdom will be returned to her former 
glory:203 “When Jerusalem is miraculously rebuilt, King David will arrive… and sacrifices 
will be re-established in the Temple…” (Megillah 18a).204 At one point in the Talmud we see 
a “contract” whereby the Jews swear not to return to Israel by force, not to rebel against the 
nations, and not to extend or prematurely shorten the length of their exile. In return God 
promises to prevent excessive oppression from the subjugators (Ketubot 110b-111a).205  
Similarly, in liturgical prayers documented in Talmudic and Geonic sources, "the 
mention of Jerusalem was obligatory,” 206 and additionally many began to express themes of 
restoration, asking for consolation of Zion, the building of Jerusalem, and the return there of 
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God's presence and rule, of the messianic kingdom, of the sacrificial system, and of the 
Jewish population, including the Grace After Meals, the Amidah, the Ninth of Av, the 
Kaddish and the Wedding Service. 207 
 
Medieval Understandings 
 
Medieval approaches to the Land of Israel were largely developed in and influenced 
by the Diaspora experience. Shalom Rosenberg believes that, despite contradictory medieval 
philosophical systems, as exemplified through a comparison of Moses Maimonides (1135 – 
1204) and Judah Halevi (1075 – 1141), the conception of the Land as “the Betrothed,” of the 
people of Israel is prominent: “the tie between people and Land is transformed from a chance 
occurrence into a marriage made in heaven.”208 However, in Maimonides’ thinking, the Land 
of Israel is linked to the coming Messianic Age, in which the Davidic Kingdom will be 
restored, as will prophecy, signalling each individual’s personal fulfilment. Maimonides 
speaks of the time of the Exile, and its resultant melancholy, causing the end of prophecy. 
Hence, the revival of prophecy requires a free Jewish State, in the Land of Israel, run in 
accordance with Torah. Hence, “the land exists as the requisite instrument for Jewish self-
governance,”209 something that could not occur in the Diaspora.  In contrast, Halevi views the 
land as having its own inherent value. Where Halevi draws upon 1 Samuel 26: 19 to illustrate 
the place of Israel above all other lands and hence at the centre of the world, Maimonides 
interprets the same verse as indicating that one must escape from an evil place, to reach a 
land where instead, they can properly practise their religious requirements. Maimonides’ 
view stems from his faithfulness to Talmudic teachings and application of Aristotelian 
rationalism: “If We believe in creation, then every other question falls by the wayside… as, 
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for example, why God has set His Torah within one specific people, and not with another.”210 
For Halevi, his philosophic way of thinking had its origins in the Hippocratic tradition, which 
was able to synthesise the general laws of nature with historical particularity, making it 
possible for Halevi to explain the specific congruence of the Jewish people with the Land of 
Israel, creating a geographical-climatological doctrine, or a mystical geography.211 These two 
streams of thought revealed a tension – is the Land of Israel intrinsically holy (Halevi), or can 
land be made holy through the observance of the commandments (Maimonides)? 
Notions of mystical geography developed further within the medieval Kabbalistic 
tradition. Rabbi Abraham Azulai (1570 – 1643) wrote in his Chesed L’Avraham, that the 
importance of the Land had been established by cosmic events. In his thinking, following 
Adam’s sin and the resultant fractured world, the Divine Presence (Shekinah) departed, 
however: 
 
There arose the merit of former generations (barishonim), and the mercies of the Holy 
One, and the merit of the sainted Fathers, and an opening was created so that all the 
shells [of evil] (kelippot) were smashed, and a breach was opened so that the holiness 
might bypass the impurities (chitsonim) and illuminate Israel, and come to rest upon 
them without any of the garb of the chitsonim or a separating veil made by these 
chitsonim.212  
 
In Azulai’s thinking, the one gateway between heaven and earth, is the Land of Israel. Thus 
the task of tikkun olam (healing the world) leads through the Land of Israel. Azulai does note 
that other peoples have been given a Guardian Angel from God, but only Israel has a direct 
relationship with God, and is thus bound by God’s Law. Azulai concludes, “Just as the 
Divine Presence is not whole as long as the Temple is not intact on its foundations, so too it 
will not be whole so long as the Land of Israel does not extend to the fullness of its 
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borders.”213 Hence the mystical geography of Kabbalah (mysticism) attempted to explain the 
uniqueness of the Land of Israel: “At its heart is the recognition that the purposes of history 
can be actualized only in the conjunction between people and land: land is not a dead and 
inert object, but a living and active mate. Mystical geography is nothing other than an attempt 
to throw light on this primal institution.”214 
Looking at the writings of Nachmanides (1194 – 1270), the notion that Israel is the 
centre of the world becomes linked with the parallel doctrine of creation, widening the 
mystical geography to include cosmology:  
 
When God created heaven and earth, He subjected the lower world to the higher, and 
put each people, according to their lands and their nations, under a planet and a star, 
as we know from the science of astrology. That is what is meant by the verse, “The 
Lord your God apportioned them to all the peoples” (Deut 4:19): to everyone, He 
apportioned planets in the heavens and put supreme angels above them to rule over 
them… But the honoured God is the God of gods and Lord of lords for all the world. 
The Land of Israel is the centre of the inhabited earth and God’s own inheritance, so 
over it he put no angels, nor officers, rulers or sovereigns.215  
 
 
Here, the connection between the peoples and their land is seen as an outcome of providence, 
with each nation defined through the guidance of their angel. Israel, however, transcends 
planetary rule, as its law is the revelation of God Himself. Israel alone receives God’s direct 
providence and revelation, an idea that also has echoes in Halevi’s writings in the Kuzari:  
 
The Divine Presence is to be found amongst the people when it is in its own Land 
(Kuzari 1: 109); outside the land, the Presence may still be found, along with angels, 
but solely amongst the pious and only in potential, whereas in the land of Israel, they 
combine their forces in actu (3:11).”216  
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What Halevi is delving into here is the idea of the visible Presence (Shekhinah) and the 
hidden one. In Rabbinic literature, there are three major motifs regarding the Divine 
Presence: Firstly, the Divine Presence accompanying Israel into Exile. Rabbi Akiba said, 
“wherever Israel wandered, the Divine Presence wandered with them… and in the future, 
when they return, the Divine Presence (as it were) will return with them;”217 secondly, the 
withdrawal of the Divine Presence, for example, during the destruction of the Temple; and 
thirdly, the Divine Presence remaining in the Temple’s ruins alone. This was expressed by R. 
Elazar b. Pedat, “destruction or no destruction, the Divine Presence has not budged from its 
place.”218 In Halevi’s writings, all three of these motifs are present. Select, pious individuals 
can form a dwelling place for the Divine Presence, wherever they might be, and although the 
Divine Presence is not currently visible in the Land of Israel, it remains concealed there, 
awaiting to be revealed when a pious person arrives. As Martin Buber later explains, when a 
return to the Land of Israel occurs, “the Divine Presence too (as it were) will gather there.”219 
Nachmanides hence explains that settling in the Land is a positive commandment for all 
Jews, even in diaspora times. In the Sifre to Parashat Eikev, the 46th weekly Torah portion, it 
is explained “[God says], even though I banish you outside the Land, you should retain your 
distinctiveness by keeping the commandments, so that when you return, they will not be new 
to you” (#43).220 Hence, Nachmanides is explaining that commandments cannot be fulfilled 
to their utmost fullness, unless in the Land of Israel.  
R. Solomon ben Simeon Duran (1361 – 1444) developed Nachmanides’ ideas further, 
explaining that a commandment itself is “habitation” or residence in the Land, the prior cause 
is “immigration” into the Land, and the sustaining cause is “settlement,” in the Land. Rabbi 
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Duran also contended with the idea that a community, wherever it be, could become a 
“Jerusalem” through its observance of halakhah, while the real Jerusalem was not existent. 
This idea meant that an individual could reach perfection or eudemonia simply through their 
intellect, with no role for the Land of Israel, a view held by R. Haggai ben Alzuk. Instead, 
Duran countered that only the commandments can bring one to perfection, and, as the Land 
of Israel is a commandment in and of itself, it is necessary for the attainment of 
eudemonia.221 Numerous halakhic discussions have been held around this idea. Isaac ben 
Eliezer de Leon, in his book Megillat Esther, believed that Maimonides had stipulated that 
the commandment to settle in the Land of Israel only held when the Jewish people were not 
subjugated to other nations, so that it applied before the destruction of the temple in 70CE, 
but would not apply again until the coming of the Messianic Age. This represented a view 
that the absence of Jewish sovereignty impacted the ability to implement certain 
commandments pertaining to the Land. Hence, the Pri Megadim to Orach Chayim (#575) 
specified that the trumpets were no longer to be blown on public fast days because the Jewish 
people did not have ownership of the Land.222 R. Zadok Hakohen of Lublin speaks of only 
“sojourning” in the Land post-70CE, which was quite a different thing to the commandment 
to “settle.”223 Likewise, Judah Halevi wrote in his poem “Your words traverse the distances,” 
that “they are strangers and sojourners – seeking.”224  
Another tension in medieval Jewish thinking arose from a baraita from Ketubot 110b, 
“Whoever dwells in the land of Israel is as one who has a God, and whoever dwells outside 
the Land is as one who has no God.” This statement both affirms the centrality of Eretz 
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Yisra’el for Judaism, but also risks reducing the universality of God, suggesting that God is 
bound to only one geographical location and thus is not with those Jews in the Diaspora. 
Rashi approached this by modifying the statement – in his comment on Genesis 17: 8, he 
adds that this only applies to an Israelite who dwells outside the land in the time of the 
temple, hence not applying to contemporary Jews (or non-Jews). When commentating on 
Leviticus 25: 38, Rashi ignores the Talmudic statement altogether, drawing instead from 
Sifra: “To whoever dwells in the land, I am as God, but whoever departs from it is as one 
who worships idols,” Here, Rashi is condemning those who emigrate from the Holy Land, 
not those who were born and lived in the Diaspora. Maimonides, likewise, used Rashi’s 
interpretation in his Code.225  
Others thus started to link immigration to Israel as part of the redemptive process. 
Whilst being born and living in Diaspora was acceptable, some began to speak of a utopia of 
the future, a Messianic Age that could only occur through fulfilment of the commandment to 
reside in the Land of Israel. This idea can be found in the works of Halevi, who reinterprets 
Psalm 102: 14 – 15 in ‘Sefer Hakuzari’, understanding it to mean that Jerusalem will be 
rebuilt, but only when the Jewish people long for it so deeply that they love her very stones 
and dust.226 Halevi’s understanding of the redemptive nature of immigration becomes 
foundational to the thinking of the Safed period, and again in certain streams of nineteenth 
century Zionism. However, was this commandment to immigrate to Israel to be understood 
collectively, or individually? For Duran, the commandment of habitation, 
 
Does not include all [the People] Israel; it is denied to the general collectivity, as the 
sages maintained: It is subsumed under the category of those oaths which God 
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charged Israel, ‘that they must not hasten the end of days nor go up to the Land of 
Israel [all together] like a wall.’ [Ket. 112a].227 
 
 
However, Maimonides stressed that the relationship to the Land is a collective enterprise. 
Both views had reverberations for Jews of the nineteenth century.228 
One last theme worth consideration is the idea of a ‘heavenly Jerusalem.’ It can be 
found in Rashi’s work, but this was not a common notion in rabbinic literature on the whole. 
Although early statements on a “heavenly temple” can be found frequently, there is only one 
reference to “heavenly Jerusalem” in the Talmud. Rabbi Jonathan said, “The Holy One 
Blessed be He has said, ‘I shall not arrive at the heavenly Jerusalem until I come to the 
earthly one’”229 (Ta’an. 5a). Rosenberg believes that Rabbi Jonathan sought to counter the 
post 70CE dualistic ideas of a heavenly and earthly Jerusalem, and a preference for habitation 
in a celestial Jerusalem. This dualistic notion, Rosenberg argues, reappears later in the 
Christian thinking behind the Crusades. They sought a cosmic, spiritual reality, over the real 
dust and stones of the city. Likewise, in other circles of Jewish thinking, the Jerusalem of the 
future was spoken of in spiritual terms. Yet, Rosenberg cautions that the Jewish people must 
have an attachment to the ‘dust and stones’ Jerusalem of today, an attachment “which is 
neither celestial, nor eschatological,” 230 and at the same time balance this with the 
understanding that “inhabiting the Land of Israel is tantamount to being a guest at the table of 
the Almighty,” 231 understanding the responsibility of that role.  
It can be seen that the medieval era produced a plethora of theological and 
philosophical approaches to the Land of Israel. Marc Saperstein suggests that, “beginning 
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with the Amoraic232 period, intellectual and spiritual leaders of the Jewish people had to walk 
a treacherous tightrope, balancing diverse and sometimes conflicting goals, all of which were 
in some sense critical to Jewish survival.”233 The reason for this was the need to continue to 
stress the uniqueness, holiness and importance of the land of Israel, whilst at the same time 
promoting that a creative, Jewish life could go on in the Diaspora.  
 
Modern Theological Approaches to Land and the State of Israel 
 
With the dawn of the Enlightenment era, people began to question the way they 
understood the world, human life and society, with proposed answers pervading the 
intellectual, social and political arenas. Enlightenment encouraged the modern acculturation 
of European Jewry, prompting many Jews to abandon their strict commitment to the 
commandments and instructions of Judaism, and others to attempt to modernise Judaism.234 
This was part of the Wissenschaft des Judentums – The Science of Judaism – which sought to 
investigate the nature of Judaism through the use of modern scientific methods, with the aim 
of demonstrating the universality and rationality of Judaism.235 Moshe Pelli argues that such 
efforts sought to provide a counter-culture to the age-old rabbinic dominance of Jewish 
culture, an effort that eventually allowed Judaism to enter into the modern world.236 These 
efforts, Pelli believes, involved guiding individual Jews towards self-development, self-
cultivation and character-formation in order to reinvigorate Judaism as a whole. This was 
conducted in the spirit of Bildung, a German movement to unify an individual’s mind and 
heart in order to achieve personal and cultural maturation. Secular disciplines were inserted 
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into the current Jewish model of education, allowing for Jewish culture to be acquainted with 
European culture, Western values, social customs and methods, and vice versa. As well, 
Bildung introduced European culture to a revived Hebrew language. This was further 
enhanced through the easing of the restrictions of religious precepts, customs and practises 
and the renouncement of superstitious and erroneous beliefs.237  
Arnold M. Eisen argues that two great Jewish thinkers of the Enlightenment era – 
Baruch Spinoza and Moses Mendelssohn – working in this vein, were able to demystify, 
resymbolise, and politicise the idea of Eretz Yisra’el:  
 
The Land, that is, has been stripped of the many-layered dress of imagery and 
significance which had draped it through generations of Jewish tradition 
(demystification). The particular soil prepared for God’s chosen people, the unique 
dwelling place of His glory, has become the universal symbol of human brotherhood 
and peace, located wherever those dreams of all mankind attain fulfilment 
(resymbolization). Finally, the Jewish polity has become a nation among the nations, 
its territory one among many others, to be secured through the real-world instruments 
of political action (politicization).238  
 
Spinoza felt that reason should serve as the sole means of discerning the truth. This led 
Spinoza in his Tractatus to denunciate prophecy, including the claims of the Israelite 
prophets that Israel was and continued to be, God’s chosen people. Such a denunciation was 
important for Spinoza, who sought to demonstrate to Jews that if they were to become a part 
of the modern state, religion must become subservient to the governing political authority. 
Spinoza hence reinterprets scripture – rather than viewing the scriptural conviction of 
‘chosenness’ as meaning that the Israelites have a uniquely blessed land and a unique role in 
the divine plan, ‘chosenness’ instead becomes “the social organization and the good fortune 
with which [the Hebrew nation] obtained supremacy and kept it so many years.”239 
                                                             
237 Pelli, Haskalah and Beyond, 16. 
238 Arnold M. Eisen, “Off Center: The Concept of the Land of Israel in Modern Jewish Thought,” in The Land of 
Israel: Jewish Perspectives, ed. Lawrence A. Hoffman (Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1986) 264. 
239 Benedict de Spinoza, A Theologico-Political Treatise, trans. R.H.M. Elwes (New York: Dover, 1951) 6, as 
cited by Eisen, “Off Center: The Concept of the Land of Israel in Modern Jewish Thought,” 265. 
73 
 
Mendelssohn was renowned for his balanced stance that both defended Judaism, but 
desired to achieve emancipation for the Jews.240 Like Spinoza, Mendelssohn believed that the 
truths of religion could be proved with the use of philosophy. Whilst Mendelssohn believed 
in the divine revelation of the Torah at Sinai, he did not insist that divine revelation was 
necessary for one to come to faith - any human could use their reason to confirm the 
existence of God.241 He too saw religion as both rational and universal, and hence this was at 
odds with the notion of a unique system of ‘divine legislation’ that applied only to the Jewish 
people.242 He confirmed that the “mosaic constitution”243 had once bound state and religion, 
but was no longer applicable in the modern world, dismissing the notion that the whole of 
Jewish culture was contained within the Torah, thus insisting that it should not control 
thought: “Faith accepts no commands. It accepts only what comes to it by way of reasoned 
conviction.”244  In his effort to achieve Jewish acceptance in the Enlightened European 
world, Mendelssohn urged Jews to see that their ancient state was long gone. In his 
correspondence with Prince Karl Wilhelm Ferdinand of Braunschweig in 1770, Mendelssohn 
wrote that the Jewish notion to return to their historical land was “impractical and 
inconceivable,”245 because of vast economic and political barriers, and also because he felt 
that the modern Jews lacked the collective willpower necessary for such an enterprise. Hence, 
whilst Mendelssohn consistently fought against Jewish civil oppression, he did not support 
initiatives for return to the Land of Israel: 
 
It [the Jewish nation] is not overly ready to attempt something grandiose. The 
pressure under which we have been living for so many centuries has removed any 
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vitality from our spirit. This is not our fault, but we cannot deny that the natural 
instinct for freedom has subdued the energy for action in us. It has become the alms 
of monks, and is manifested in prayer and suffering and not in action.246  
 
 
However, Mendelsohn did advocate for action to achieve Emancipation for the Jews 
within the diaspora. For him the notion of ‘messiah’ was not just a hope for the future, but an 
opportunity, available to all peoples, that could be seized in the here and now through 
political action. Mendelssohn hence began the process of redirecting Jews from the 
traditional passive waiting for the coming of the messiah.247 The state, Mendelssohn argued, 
must grant Jews citizenship, and in doing so, end all Jewish restrictions and discriminations. 
He countered fears that the Jewish commitment to the prophecy of a return to the Land of 
Israel prevented complete loyalty to the country granting them citizenship, by explaining that 
drastic improvement in civic conditions would result in the suppression of messianic 
expectations: 
 
The hoped-for return to Palestine, which troubles Herr Michaelis so much, has no 
influence on our conduct as citizens. This is confirmed by experience wherever Jews 
are tolerated. In part, human nature accounts for it— only the enthusiast would not 
love the soil on which he thrives, and if he holds contradictory religious opinions, he 
reserves them for church and prayer and does not think more of them.248 
 
 
By the latter half of the nineteenth century, Mendelssohn’s dream of Emancipation 
had largely become a reality, with Emancipation offering many Jews citizenship within 
Western Europe. This resulted in a growing secularisation amongst European Jews, 
particularly amongst the younger generations who felt dissatisfied with religious obligations, 
traditions and faith, and enticed by the economic and social opportunities now available to 
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them in European culture.249 For others, this provided an opportunity to use European culture 
to reform Judaism and Jewish culture, in the spirit of Enlightenment.  
Following on from Mendelssohn’s work, many became preoccupied with a rational 
historiography of Judaism, placing Judaism within earthly history, using Mendelssohn’s ideas 
in a more radical manner.250 This resulted in the birth of the modern Jewish movements;  
 
Orthodox Judaism identifies itself as the movement that recognizes the eternal, 
unchanging nature of Jewish law, while Reform Judaism rejects Jewish law in favour 
of the universal, ethical contribution that Judaism makes to culture at large. A middle 
position of sorts, Conservative Judaism, claims to honour the authority of Jewish law 
while acknowledging the necessity for historical change… Despite their differences, 
each movement in its own way adapts Judaism to the modern world…251 
 
 
The Reform movement began with the establishment of a Reform Temple by Isaac 
Jacobson (1768-1828) in Seesen in 1810, but the intellectual founder of the Reform 
movement was Abraham Geiger (1810-1874). Geiger understood Judaism to be a private 
religion and he sought to extract Judaism’s universal elements. In doing so, he emphasised 
the idea of a ‘progressive Revelation,’ believing that God’s will was Revealed periodically 
throughout history, and that Judaism had periodically been, and should continue to be, 
adapted in accordance. In this vein of thinking then, Jewish Law and its underpinning biblical 
interpretations had continually changed according to the movements of history. Geiger 
concludes that modern Jews thus should be liberated from any unchanging religious 
authorities, as many laws are no longer relevant in the modern era, in particular, the Jewish 
separation from their larger society. Any nationalistic and particularistic aspects of Judaism 
Geiger also saw as outdated stages in Jewish history, leading towards a present stage of 
universalism. Hence, he advocated for the use of German, instead of Hebrew, in prayers, and 
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he rejected the hope of a return to Zion and reestablishment of the Temple, although he did 
believe in a version of the ‘Chosen People.’ As he saw it, Jews had the special task of 
bringing ethical monotheism to the world, meaning that the Jews now had a mission to all 
humanity. Hence, for the followers of Geiger’s Reform Judaism, contemporary Jewish Law 
needed to be adapted in light of their current historical situation – citizenship within Western 
Europe.252  
The traditionalists who responded to Geiger asserted a position that developed into 
Jewish orthodoxy. Samson Raphael Hirsch (1808– 88), seen as the founding father of 
Modern Orthodoxy, rejected Geiger’s claim that Jewish law underwent historical change: At 
“all times and in every situation,” Judaism and Jewish law are “an untouchable sanctuary 
which must not be subjected to human judgment nor subordinated to human 
considerations.”253 Hirsch also makes clear that “the law, both written and oral, was closed 
with Moses at Sinai,” 254 and hence still stands to this day, becoming the defining religious 
dogma of modern orthodoxy. Any Jew who voluntarily denies this, Hirsch declares, is not a 
true Jew, hence Hirsch consciously created Jewish sectarianism. Although condemning 
Reformists, Hirsch still tolerated other types of Judaism, as well as other religions, and even 
left room for secular politics. Hirsch advocated for Jews to be proudly Jewish, with firm 
belief in the divinely ordained Torah, but at the same time to be cultured and engaged in the 
modern world.  Hirsch takes the statement in Ethics of the Fathers (2:2) from Rabbi Gamaliel 
III, "Torah is good together with derekh eretz," understanding derekh eretz (literally, "the 
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way of the earth") to expand to Western culture. Hence a good Jew is one who is engaged in 
Torah study, but also the modern European culture.255  
Hence, the modern era of Judaism was largely marked by Jews who were loyal to 
Jewish tradition and observance of the mitzvoth, but were also proud of their particular 
Western European heritage, and sought to be active within their country’s social, economic 
and political life. Thoughts of a return to the Land of Israel, for these Jews, was put on the 
backburner. So why then did the era of Enlightenment give rise to a modern Jewish 
Nationalism? According to Israel Bartal, modern Jewish nationalism came about because, 
despite Emancipation, the Jewish community faced a number of threats, both internal and 
external. These were the dissolution of Jewish society due to a re-assessment of the authority 
of tradition; serious economic hardship that created gaps between the social classes, which 
exacerbated a feeling of division amongst the various sections of Jewish society, particularly 
in Eastern Europe; little contact between the various sectors of Eastern European Jewry who 
were governed by different powers, and the assimilation of the Jews into one of the nations 
among whom they lived; an increased physical threat to the livelihood of the Jews, due to the 
removal of government protection, and an increase of antisemitism; and mass migration 
particularly to North America, which increased the estrangement between Jewish sectors 
even further.256 Modern Zionist thinkers believed that neither Orthodoxy, nor assimilation, 
could address the above threats, and that the only answer would be the establishment of a 
State for the Jews. Modern Nationalism incorporated elements of both Orthodoxy and the 
Haskalah - the leaders of modern Nationalism transformed Jewish religious values into 
secular symbols and ideas: they considered the Hebrew language a national, rather than 
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religious, language; they defined the collective Jewish identity in purely historical terms; they 
understood Palestine in political terms; they emphasised the need for independent Jewish 
activity and a political evolution of Judaism, critiquing the passivity of traditional Orthodoxy, 
and they created associations across Eastern Europe with which Jews could socially identify. 
The use of traditional symbols, although removed of their traditional religious value, allowed 
the masses to find familiarity with this new movement. 257 
Despite this development, most German Jews opposed the Zionist movement at the 
end of the nineteenth century. A push for a return to Israel threatened to harm the civic cause 
of the Jews in Germany. Resistance to Zionism, in some ways, united all forms of German 
Jewry, from Reform to extreme Orthodoxy. All strands critiqued Zionism through 
newspapers, speeches, and homilies from synagogue pulpits. 258  In the view of the more 
liberal Jews, assimilation of the Jews had progressed too far for them to now withdraw and 
make a return to Palestine. Although they did not deny the existence of antisemitism and 
social problems for the Jews, particularly for the Jews in Eastern Europe, they were 
convinced that the assimilation process would progress to a successful conclusion. 259 
Another strong objection of Western European Orthodoxy was the Zionist’s view that 
religion was a dispensable dimension of one’s “Jewishness.” Rabbi Felix Goldman of Oppeln 
claimed that Zionism heretically declared that one could simultaneously be both an atheist 
and a perfectly good Jew. Although Goldman was not a supporter of complete assimilation, 
he wished to bring Jews back to religious observance, not nationhood, as the only authentic 
and eternal means of being Jewish.260 Moritz Guedemann, Vienna’s chief Rabbi, composed 
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an anti-Zionist tract, Nationaljudentum, in which he recognised that Zionism was a response 
to the rise of antisemitism, but that Jewish nationalism was not the correct response. 
Guedemann instead believed that Jews had to fight for their rights, rather than to succumb to 
the struggle. Many argued that deserting Germany, as a response to antisemitism, would only 
assure the victory of antisemitism. On the eve of the first Zionist Congress in 1897, the 
National Organisation of German Rabbis denounced “the efforts of the so–called Zionists to 
establish a Jewish national state in the land of Israel,” declaring that these efforts were 
“conflicting with the messianic goals of Judaism, as these are expressed in the scriptures and 
in other religious sources.” David Vital states that the German rabbis were the most publicly 
critical of Zionism. This stemmed from their determination to show their civic loyalty to 
Germany.261  
Eastern European Jewish nationalism began to form in the 1870s. Initially, Eastern 
Orthodoxy embraced the new movement, even calling for immigration of the persecuted Jews 
of Russia to Palestine. The first concerns were voiced in 1883, when it became clear to the 
rabbinate that the first aliyah to Palestine primarily consisted of secular Jews. Secularisation 
was the norm in Palestine, as many of the youth who migrated had already rejected traditional 
practice in Europe, and their influence was spreading throughout the observant Jewish world. 
The Ultra-Orthodox rabbis already settled in Jerusalem were wary of the new settlers and 
reported their observances to Russia: “They do not walk in the path of Torah and fear of 
God... And their purpose is not to bring the redemption close but to delay it, God forbid.”262 
Traditional Jewish society within Eastern Europe developed the opinion that any Jewish 
settlement in Israel should represent a Zionist utopia, consisting of scrupulously observant 
Jews.  
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The majority of the Orthodox rabbinate quickly perceived Zionism as a threat to all 
elements of traditional Judaism: in its revision of Jewish identity; in the subordination of 
traditional religious values to new modern lifestyles; and in its treatment of the religious 
components of diaspora and redemption. Unlike the threats of other new modern movements 
(which were essentially religious and could thus be repelled by the Orthodox rabbinate 
through imposed isolation in separate communities), Zionism, being a political movement, 
could not be easily cut off.263 In the late 1800s Ahad Ha’am Bnei Moshe disseminated his 
views that religion was but one of the national institutions, subjugated to the “national spirit,” 
which should take priority. Orthodoxy was strongly opposed to this idea, believing that the 
halakah and the divine Revelation received at Mt Sinai could never be subordinate to national 
identity. This presented the first clash between two mutually contradictory ideologies. These 
two ideologies became the foundations for all later manifestations of this dispute. Rabbi 
Jonathan Eliasberg wrote to Ahad Ha’am, asserting,  
 
We thought that one Commandment would lead to another, that the “commandment 
of the settlement of Erez Israel” would restore the hearts of the children of Israel to 
the Torah and worship of God, and that the Maskilim too would return to the camp of 
Israel,” but, if Ahad Ha’am insisted on his position, “it is inevitable that all leaders of 
Israel and God-fearing folk will oppose it.264  
 
  
The Orthodox rabbis insisted that the Torah and the observance of halakah was what made 
Israel unique, not simply the land of Eretz Israel and the Hebrew language. Hence, 
cooperation between the traditionalists and the Zionists became increasingly difficult.  
Changes came to the Zionists’ rationale after Theodor Herzl’s publication of Der 
Judenstaat in 1896. A shift from culture and aetiology to a program of practical action was 
proposed, with the aim of normalising the Jewish nation within its own state, whether within 
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Israel or elsewhere. This new approach was accepted enthusiastically by Orthodoxy in 
Eastern Europe, however, these hopes soon faded as the subsequent Zionist gatherings held in 
Russia revealed that many Zionists did not want to give up their cultural aims for Palestine.265 
The Haredim fiercely accused Zionism of heresy and apostasy, placing Zionists in the same 
category as the Karaites and the Sabatteans, who represented false Messiahs and who were 
deemed to have led the masses astray.266 The Hasidic Rebbes of Eastern Europe seriously 
explored the relationship between Messianic redemption and Zionism. The traditional 
understanding of Messianism, within the Talmud, forbids a return to Israel ‘by force,’ that is 
to attempt to bring about the Messianic Age through human efforts. Only once certain divine 
miracles and signs had been confirmed could the Jewish people expect the advent of this new 
era. A fear of ‘forcing the end,’ and hence rebelling against the exilic decree, was widespread 
amongst Hasidic circles. The Lubavitcher Rebbe, Rabbi Shalom Dov Baer Schneerson, saw 
political Zionism as a denial of Messianism - he interpreted the human efforts to return to 
Israel as a violation of the Jewish commitment to wait patiently until the end of days, until a 
miraculous intervention was brought about only by God. He stated: 
 
We must not heed them in their call to achieve redemption on their own, for we are 
not permitted to hasten the end even by reciting too many prayers, much less so by 
corporeal stratagems, that is, to set out from exile by force.267  
 
 
Furthermore, because the Messianic vision was deeply rooted in a comprehensive religious 
matrix, the Zionists were not only rejecting the Messianic concept, but the entire religious 
matrix which surrounded it. For the Rebbe, the liberation of the Jews through human efforts 
was equal to a liberation of the Jews from religion altogether. Changing the Jewish destiny 
would mean abandoning the Torah. Although some condemned the passive Messianic beliefs 
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of the Jews, the Rebbe saw it is building the character of the Jews – softening their soul. For 
him, the practice of political submissiveness strengthened the Jews to exist in non-Messianic 
times.268  
An anti-Zionist Haredi movement began in 1898, publishing the book Or la-
yersharim in 1900, an anthology of anti-Zionist tracts composed by various rabbis. This 
publication signalled the end of any traditional support for the Zionists. Traditional Jewry 
split itself into two factions: the Haredi majority at one extreme was opposed to Zionism and 
rejected modernity in both its cultural and national embodiments. They considered Zionism 
to be committing the same heresies as the Haskalah movement. At the other extreme was the 
neo-Haredi minority who did not reject the Zionist organisations, or modernity, although they 
did not give up on the Commandments of Torah and religious observance. This minority 
formed the Mizrahi movement, aimed to strike a balance between nationalism and 
observance of traditional religion. A tension between tradition and modernity characterised 
both movements.269 The founder of the Mizrahi religious Zionist movement, Rabbi Isaac 
Jacob Reines, led a group of rabbis in 1900 to write a letter in support of the new Zionist 
movement, articulating to religious circles the separation between Zionism and Messianic 
redemption:  
 
Anyone who thinks the Zionist idea is somehow associated with future redemption 
and the coming of the Messiah and who therefore regards it as undermining the holy 
faith is clearly in error. Zionism has nothing whatsoever to do with the quest of 
redemption. The entire point of this idea is meaning the improvement of the condition 
of our wretched brethren. In recent years our situation has deteriorated disastrously, 
and many of our brethren are scattered in every direction, to the seven Seas, in places 
where the fear of assimilation is hardly remote. The Zionists saw that the only fitting 
place for our brethren to settle would be in the holy land... And if some preachers, 
while speaking of Zion, also mentioned redemption and the coming of the Messiah 
and thus let the abominable thought into people’s minds that this idea encroaches 
                                                             
268 Ravitzky, Messianism, Zionism, and Jewish Religious Radicalism, 44-46. 
269 Salmon, “Zionism and Anti-Zionism in Traditional Judaism in Eastern Europe,” 38-39. 
83 
 
upon the territory of true redemption, only they themselves are to blame, for it is their 
own wrong opinion they express.270 
 
 
In the thinking of these rabbis, Zionism was not a Messianic movement, but a practical 
solution to the conditions of the here and now. Although there is religious significance to 
resettlements in the land of Israel, it is not necessarily of Messianic significance. Religious 
Zionism aimed to alleviate the Jewish people from their present misfortunes, still waiting for 
the Messianic Age to come. This understanding is possible due to a concise separation of 
concrete human history from the miraculous divine redemption. This distinction was 
particularly important because of the secular lifestyles of the Jews who resettled in Palestine 
– it was permissible for the religious leaders to support the settlement if this was an 
immediate solution to their persecution, but could not be possible if their resettlement was 
seen as the first stage of redemption.271 Ideologically, the Mizrahi movement rejected the 
secularism of Zionism, but also insisted that religion and nation are both necessary parts of 
Judaism.272 
The Mizrahi infuriated the Orthodoxy of Germany and were seen as a dangerous 
embodiment of Orthodox cooperation with non-Orthodox, heretical bodies. The Mizrahi were 
seen to be compromising essential elements of Judaism.273 The Agudat Israel was founded in 
1912, a committee uniting leading rabbis and Orthodox Jews from across Europe. The 
establishment of the Agudat Israel World Movement was aimed at countering the Mizrahi.274 
This committee, at this time, refused collaboration with the religious Zionist parties because 
of these parties’ ties with the world Zionist movement, which was disregarding religious 
affairs. Although this organisation was initially anti-Zionist, the Agudat Israel began 
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cooperating with the Jewish agency from 1933 and the rise of Hitler. By 1948, they had 
become a part of the Israeli political scene. 275  
During the nineteenth century, some Orthodox rabbis began to attempt religious 
interpretations of Zionism. In Hasidic thinking, ‘Exile’ represents the situation of crisis within 
the universe, brought about by the very act of creation itself, that is “the bringing-into-being of 
particular things, the shrinking of eternity into time and of unlimited extension into limited 
space. Absolute infinity was turned into relative, finite beings; undivided wholeness was 
broken into creatures, into separate, isolated, and uprooted beings.”276 Hence, ‘Exile’ is a 
metaphysical process whereby ‘fullness’ was itself exiled into creation. The diaspora of the 
Jewish people among the nations is seen to reflect this universal exile. The resultant task of the 
Jewish people is to restore the universe to its originally intended fullness, redeeming creation 
- every Jew has the responsibility to actively bring about the fullness of creation, always and 
everywhere in their daily life, through the fulfilment of the 613 Mitzvot of the Torah. Building 
on Kabbalistic concepts, Hasidism explains that, since the act of creation, the divine shards are 
buried everywhere in this world; they are held captive by sin, imperfection, and 
incompleteness. It is the task of each individual to liberate the scattered pieces to repair the 
world. The individual's every actions, even in daily secular life, and inevitably also his 
relationship to Jewish statehood, can contribute to the healing of a shattered creation.277 This 
worldview produced two antithetical approaches towards Jewish statehood. One was strongly 
opposed, claiming that modern Zionism defies the divinely intended fate of the Jewish people 
through human intervention in the providential worldly situation, and thus challenges the 
metaphysical power that governs the universe. Another view was strongly supportive, such as 
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Rabbi Abraham Isaac Kook who believed the State of Israel to be an embodiment of 
redemption.278  
Rabbi Abraham Isaac Kook (1865-1935) (Rav Kook), while serving as rabbi in Boisk, 
Lithuania, published an essay exploring the question of the relationship between Zionism and 
the laws of the Torah. He sought to defend Zionism from the Orthodox attacks, as well as to 
purify Zionism of secular tendencies. He even called for the reconstruction of the Sanhedrin 
and the renewal of the historic chain of rabbinic ordination, as the centre of a religious 
revival.279 He argued that modern Jewish nationalism, even when wholly secular, manifests the 
divine and marks the beginning of the Messianic Age. Kook served as rabbi in the city of Jaffa, 
Palestine, from 1904. In 1919, he was made the chief rabbi of the Ashkenazic Jews in Jerusalem 
and in 1921, progressed to become the first Ashkenazic chief rabbi of Palestine, with Zionist 
support.280 For the Rav Kook, Zionism was not simply a human initiative, but a divine call to 
which the people responded. He spoke of the Orthodox objection, saying,  
 
They failed to recognise that it was not that we mortals were forcing the end, rather 
that the master of the house, the Lord of the universe was forcing our hand; it was not 
human voices that broke down the wall separating us from our land, but the voice of 
the living God calling upon us to “go up!”281  
 
He believed that all Jews, both religious and secular, were being called by God, whether they 
were aware of it or not, and were being guided toward the final redemption of the Jews. 282  In 
his essay on the Land of Israel, he stated: 
 
Love for our holy Land is the foundation of the Torah… but love of the land differs 
according to different people’s level of consciousness – for there are those who love 
our holy Land for her precious qualities… while others love it because they recognise 
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in it the existence of physical respite for the community of Israel. But the land is not a 
superficial thing… not merely the means to an end, to her collective unification, or the 
strengthening of either her material or spiritual existence…283  
 
 
He viewed the state of Israel as the embodiment of the biblical vision of the Messiah. For Rav 
Kook, the concrete actions of the Jewish State were themselves redemptive. Thus, the Rav 
Kook can be called the founder of Redemptionist Zionism.284  
There was still great opposition from Orthodox circles to the ideas of Kook. For 
halakhically observant rabbis, Kook was loosening the bonds of halakhic law, bringing into 
question age-old boundaries.285 Rabbi Kook’s ideas did not initially win him many followers 
from the Orthodox Jewish camp and it was not until the establishment of the State of Israel 
that his son, Rabbi Zvi Yehudah Kook, developed his father’s position, gathering large 
numbers of disciples around him, particularly after the 1967 war which he believed was 
miraculous and so heralded the pre-Messianic era.286 
By the early twentieth century, a small minority of Orthodox Jews persisted in 
believing that Zionism served as the first phase in a return to Jewish tradition and ultimate 
redemption, yet the majority condemned Zionism as a secular and political movement. 
However, according to Jacob Katz, later events - such as the news of the Balfour declaration 
in 1917; the conquering of Palestine by the British in World War I; the inauguration of High 
Commissioner Herbert Samuel; the UN declaration of the establishment of the Jewish State 
in 1947; the massacre of European Jewry by the Nazis; the declaration of Independence; and 
the victory of the Six-Day War in 1967 - were momentous historical occurrences, for which, 
it was only natural in the Jewish tradition to describe them in Messianic terms. Because of 
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these events, more and more Orthodox Jews came to support a return to Israel, and a religious 
Zionism.287  
Uriel Tal believes that the current Jewish state in the Land of Israel is characterised by 
“the inextricable interrelationship between empirical, or even political, reality and the land's 
religious significance.”288 The Jewish state simultaneously has both theological meaning but 
is also a secular entity - “a state is never to be exalted into anything more than that, lest 
theological messianism be distorted into political messianism.”289 This duality has resulted in 
two main, “sometimes contradictory, yet at the same time complementary,” 290 theological 
and moral self-understandings of Israeli Jews. Tal calls these the ‘observant’ trend, consisting 
of the mystical and/or and the Halakhic (rabbinic-legal) faith and lifestyle, and the ‘non-
observant’ trend, based primarily in rationalism, enlightenment, and historical consciousness, 
with each producing a distinctive view of Zionism.291  
The religiously observant trend has resulted in two approaches towards Israel. One is 
the neo-mystical approach, grounded in the thinking of Rav Kook and Redemptionist 
Zionism, arguing that modern Jewish Nationalism, even when wholly secular, manifests the 
divine and marks the beginning of the Messianic Age. According to this view, materiality, 
including political freedom and sovereignty, can attain a true spirituality.292 “The Jewish 
people without its land is incomplete, just as the land, without its legitimate, divinely 
ordained habitation, also remains barren and in need of redemption.”293 The other approach is 
the Halakhic, within which, according to Tal, “a more rational, moral, and apolitical Zionism 
is developing.”294 This stream of religious thought focusses on the forms of God’s 
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immanence in the world and how society is to relate to these forms, with halakha providing 
the norms for living. It is within this framework that the halakhic type of religious thought 
and way of life has, according to Tal, “developed a rather balanced approach to the question 
of the redemptive, messianic characteristics of the state of Israel.”295 It is recognised that a 
totally eschatological interpretation of the present-day state of Israel would have immense 
clerical (as well as undemocratic political) implications. Hence, the messianic nature of 
Jewish statehood is downplayed by this group of thinkers. However, it is also understood that 
within God’s creation, all phenomena are guided toward its divine purpose. History is the 
medium through which God’s purpose for creation unfolds, and this would include the 
historical and empirical phenomenon of Jewish statehood, which thus must have an inherent 
religious significance.296 It should also be noted that a religious anti-Zionism continues to 
exist, for example with the Neturei Karta. Its adherents refuse to accredit any religious 
significance to the current secular State of Israel because its autonomous government, based 
upon secular politics and social institutions, conflicts with God, Torah and classical Jewish 
teachings, such as waiting for God’s action in sending the Messiah.297 
The other major approach belongs to the non-orthodox and ‘non-observant’ among the 
Jews of Israel, who have developed a historical and rational type of self-understanding, 
beginning with a historical consciousness of biblical antiquity, but also with a strong focus on 
the development of this history toward the Holocaust. Although intellectually this way of 
thinking is rooted in the eighteenth century secularisation and industrialisation of the Western 
world through European rationalism and Enlightenment, it also contains ideological reactions 
towards modern antisemitism in Eastern, Central, and Western Europe. According to this 
group, to attach messianic significance to the modern state of Israel is irrational, amoral, and 
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undemocratic, potentially resulting in a totalitarian regime, reminiscent of what historically led 
to Jewish statehood.298 This ‘secular Zionism’ has replaced traditional Judaism with a focus on 
the historical survival of the Jewish people and commitment to the State of Israel as the means 
to achieve this. These Zionist thinkers, David Hartman proposes, have rejected the traditional 
view that the covenant with God at Sinai is foundational to Jewish self-understanding, 
substituting this with a new nationalistic spirit.299 Jewish statehood is stressed as a vital moral 
obligation. Jewish life-experience, in combination with the rational principles of modern 
democracy, guide this group of thinkers (and also in fact, for many observant and orthodox 
Jews) to reject any eschatological or ecclesiastical interpretation of Jewish statehood, urging 
instead that it be understood as a social and judicial entity only, that permits all Jews their 
fundamental human rights and obligations. 300 
Whilst advocating for the sovereignty of each individual’s physical, psychological and 
intellectual being, the autonomy of Israel is also stressed as important, so that these values can 
be cemented in Israeli society in a way that is based on its own unique historical heritage. This 
heritage is essentially Jewish and hence Israeli rational thought and ideology acknowledges 
that religion is intrinsic to Israeli heritage. This does not mean that the Jewish state must then 
be a religious one, but that the Jewish state can only exist when entrenched in its religious 
heritage, its Torah. Tal notes this way of thinking gained momentum following the Six Day 
War, when many felt they could no longer view Israel as a socio-political entity alone, but also 
as the living history of a religious people. The fear of a new Holocaust was widespread amongst 
Israelis preceding the Six Day War, and the outcome was thus not only a physical survival but 
also seen as a redemptive one, inspiring a reappraisal of Jewish historical traditions and 
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religious sources to form a logical, theological and ethical justification for their victory. The 
very existence of Israel at that particular historical moment, and in a particular land, 
strengthened the rejection of an entirely secular interpretation of Jewish statehood.301  
Tal speculates how this this renewed confrontation with religion will develop into the 
future:  
 
Is it a return, a Teshuva, to Judaism as a framework of metaphysical thought, as the 
divine manifestation in history? Is it a renaissance of Judaism in terms of an existential 
experience, one that has been called by Martin Buber "Hebrew humanism"? Or, as some 
positivists might claim, is this renewal of religion simply a rationalization—nothing but 
an ideology of a national movement, or a psychological need of a war generation?302  
 
 
Although Tal feels the answer is as of yet unclear, he concludes that today, Jewish sovereignty 
in the Holy Land is understood as a way of life that respects autonomy and self-determination, 
but also theonomy, observing the divine Presence unfolding in the Holy Land, dwelling amidst 
the Jewish people.303  
Hartman, however, proposes that what is occurring is an enrichment of Jewish 
covenantal consciousness, through secular Zionism. He feels that the Zionist revolution 
drastically heightened the rabbinic spirit of faith in human initiative through its liberation of 
Jews from the traditional passivity of waiting for God’s action in history. The establishment of 
the State of Israel does not signify the beginning of a new eschatological age, but rather is an 
advancement of the process that began at Sinai, whereby Israel accepted a covenantal 
relationship with God, placing it as the central theological principle of a Jewish religious life. 
Through taking responsibility for their fate in history, Hartman feels that Jews are coming to a 
new covenantal consciousness, understanding that without divine self-limitation, Israel could 
not have a mature, responsible, historical response to the hand extended in the covenantal 
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relationship.  This covenantal process had its beginnings, as recorded in the Bible, with the 
granting of free will so that the individual could act with responsibility – “I have put before 
you life and death, blessing and curse. Choose life - if you and your offspring would live - by 
loving the Lord your God, heeding His commands, and holding fast to Him” (Deut. 30.19-20). 
Following on, the Talmud then allowed for the exercise of intellect to responsibly define the 
contents of Torah. Finally, Zionism liberated the will of the nation, allowing for the exercise 
of political responsibility, the 'ingathering of the exiles,' and the re-formation of Israel as a 
covenantal nation in history, without dependence on God’s direct action within human history. 
Today, The State of Israel prompts a fresh consideration of the meaning of God as the Lord of 
history, and how Jews might relate to “God's love and power in a world where history, and not 
only Torah, is not in heaven.”304  
 
Conclusion 
 
Through this comprehensive look at Judaism’s historical, and theological, approach 
towards the Land of Israel, it can be seen that attachment to the Land of Israel was, and 
continues to be, deeply intrinsic to Judaism. This has been expressed in scripture, Talmud, 
prayer, song, artwork, and by theologians and philosophers. However, the understanding of 
what form that attachment takes has developed over time and, particularly in the modern 
period, a number of varied responses have emerged. Thus, even those traditional Jews who 
opposed modern, secular Zionism, were still rooted in the centrality of the Land of Israel 
through their Messianic conceptualisation. Now that the long hoped for return to Israel has 
become a reality, Jews today continue to grapple with this question. As Donniel Hartman puts 
it: 
As long as Jews were stateless, we did not have the responsibility to develop or review, 
for example, our notions of morality of war, power and the rights of minorities. Living 
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in states where Jewish culture was itself a minority culture, Jews endorsed the 
separation of state from religion out of self-interest, if not self-preservation. But with 
the gift of self-determination, Jews became responsible for the duties such a gift 
engenders. How we understand the meaning of statehood and deal with the moral and 
political challenges of self-government as well as the government of others will 
significantly impact on the role that Judaism plays in the modern context of Jewish 
life.305 
 
At the same time, in a modern world of inter-cultural and inter-faith dialogue, Jews face the 
ongoing challenging of bringing others to an understanding of Judaism’s unique inherent 
dependency upon Eretz Yisra’el. Building on this background, the next chapter will analyse 
the contrasting Christian theological concepts in relation to the holiness of Israel and its 
rejection of the Old Testament covenant, where God promised the Land to the Israelites. 
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Chapter 3: Christian Theologies of the Land of Israel 
 
While Christianity had its historic beginnings in Israel and hence has some spiritual 
attachment to the Holy Land, most Christians believe that their total commitment to the 
person of Jesus negates any essential religious commitment to land. Hence for Christians, it 
can be difficult to empathise with the centrality of the Land of Israel within the Jewish 
religious tradition. There is no analogous sentiment in Christianity as Christian theology does 
not focus on any geographical connection. What is emphasised instead is that the presence of 
God is not bound to time or place. Additionally, since the fourth century CE, Christianity has 
professed a “counter-history,” denying the Jewish covenantal ties with the land. Christian 
Supersessionist Theology maintained (particularly by the Roman Catholic Church) that the 
Jewish people had forfeited any religious tie to the land of Israel because of their rejection of 
Jesus Christ. 306 The Christian perspective on the land became part and parcel of its argument 
against Judaism that the way of Jesus transcended and surpassed the way of Torah. Hence, 
Jewish claims to the physical land were rejected. Christ is understood to have instituted the 
New Covenant not with any particular people, nor in any particular land, but rather "all 
things” were reconciled "to himself" (II Cor. 5:18-19). Uriel Tal notes that the traditional 
Christian view of the fulfilment of the Law in Christ, superseding the Jewish Covenant, 
means that for Christians, “both the Jewish people and the Jewish particularity of the land, 
which had originated in and been justified by the Jewish faith, have now lost all rationale for 
continued existence outside the New Covenant.”307 The destruction of the Temple by Rome 
in 70 CE, as well as Emperor Hadrian’s banishment of Jews from Jerusalem from 135 CE, 
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when he renamed Judea as Syria Palaestina, simply confirmed to Christians that theirs was 
the true faith, marked by the “downfall” of Judaism.308  
It was not until the Second Vatican Council (1962 – 65), that the Roman Catholic 
Church began the process of repealing the 2000-year old Supersessionist Theology. This 
opened the gate for a new age of Christian-Jewish dialogue. However, Tal notes that although 
the Council affirmed Romans 11:28-29, stating that the Jews still remain "dear to God on 
account of their Fathers," since God does not repent of "his gift and his call," and since all his 
promises are irrevocable, the Council still did not affirm the Jewish connection to land. “The 
Jewish people have a special relationship to the "olive tree," to the new people of God, the 
Church—but not to a land.”309 Yet, as Hartman asserts, 
 
We have returned home. Israel is not anymore a homeless people and, therefore, 
Christianity cannot use our exile to validate their theological dogma. Israel thus forces 
a whole new perception of itself on Christianity… Israel bears living testimony to the 
fact that triumphal theologies have ended in history.310  
 
This chapter will discuss the basis and evolution of these Christian beliefs and will 
question whether the Christian Scriptures make redundant the bond between the people of 
Israel and the Land of Israel, in light of the Jesus experience. It will also consider, therefore, 
whether the Land has any special significance for Christians. These are theological questions 
that Christianity needs to address in order to engage in genuine dialogue with Judaism vis-à-
vis the modern State of Israel, and to further understand the nature of the Jewish connection 
to the Land of Israel. 
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Biblical Foundations 
 
 
In re-examining the Christian Scriptures, the earliest writings, Paul’s letters (44 to 58 
CE), need to be analysed.  These letters are of interest in studying the place of Land for 
Christians, as Paul was a Jew born in Tarsus Cilicia, a Pharisee, who later became a follower 
of Jesus. His letters are a point of dispute amongst Christian scholars - some see Paul as 
decisively breaking Christianity away from its Jewish heritage, yet, others can see in Paul’s 
letters his emphasis on the continuing validity of God’s covenant with Israel and its 
continuing election. Paul did not specifically write of the Land of Israel, particularly because 
the main focus of his missionary activity was outreach to the gentile world, and it is in this 
mission that some scholars understand Paul as declaring that the story of Israel could no 
longer be confined to Israel alone. For Paul, Jesus is not simply Israel’s Messiah, but the 
“‘worldmessiah,’ the king of a ‘worldkingdom,’ and the second truly representative human, 
the second Adam, the true ‘worldperson.’”311 In this vein of thinking, Paul then believed that 
through Jesus, the Covenantal promise of land had been remodelled into the reconciliation of 
the entire world. It cannot be denied that Paul continually taught the Jewish origins of the 
Christian faith, yet scholars in this camp feel that Paul declared that the contemporary faith 
had been broadened beyond any exclusive nationalistic, geographic, imperial, cultural or 
intellectual claims: this was now the story of the whole cosmos. Paul never referred to the 
“land,” only to Israel, the people. When Zion appeared in his Hebrew Scripture quotations 
(e.g. Romans 9 – 11), it was referred to as the site of God’s past action, but not God’s final 
objective: “Zion serves as the place from which Yahweh has acted, not as the telos of the 
story.”312 
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Yet, in that same letter to the Romans (in particular, chapters 9-11), Paul wrote 
passionately of the ongoing Jewish Covenant. He described Israel as the ‘trunk of the olive 
tree,’ onto which the gentile Christian community was being grafted, hence that it was the 
roots of Israel that supported the branches (Rm 11:11-24). In an earlier passage Paul had said 
that his own people “are Israelites; theirs is the adoption, the glory, the covenants [emphasis 
on plural added], the giving of the law, the worship, and the promises [emphasis added]; 
theirs the patriarchs, and from them, according to the flesh, is the Messiah” (Rm 9:4-5). 
Richard Lux states that Christians should take note that within Paul’s writings,  
 
Foremost among the “promises” are the Land promises made to Abraham in Genesis, 
as well as the prophetic messianic expectations, including the rule of the Messiah, the 
return of political self-rule over the Land of Israel, and a great age of peace for all 
humankind – and including the acknowledgment of the importance of God’s rule and 
His presence on Mt. Zion in the Temple.313 
 
 
Paul also emphasised that Abraham should be the paradigm for Christian faith in 
Romans 3-4 and Galatians 3-4, convincing his pagan converts that it is by faith in Jesus the 
Jew, as Christ and Messiah, that they had become members of the covenant community and 
children of Abraham, rather than through circumcision and adherence to dietary laws. For 
Paul, because the Law was given on Sinai centuries after the time of Abraham, and since 
Abraham’s faith made him righteous in God’s eyes without the Law (Gn 15:6), Paul’s gentile 
converts similarly became members of the covenant community of Israel through faith, and 
not by the Law of Moses, as was the case for Abraham.  Lux believes that the promises of 
progeny, land, and protection cannot be separated from the person of Abraham and this 
should be considered when reading Paul’s letters:314  
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Abraham imagery apart from the land promise is an empty form. No matter how 
spiritualized, transcendentalized, or existentialized, it has its primary focus 
undeniably on land. That is what is promised, not to the competent deserving or to the 
dutifully obedient, but freely given (as in the beginning) to one who had no claim.315  
 
Likewise, Paul’s emphasis on Abraham’s faith affirmation as the key for the gentile world to 
a relationship with God in Christ, cannot be divorced from the place of the Land in 
Abraham’s relationship with God. Paul stressed that no division existed between the 
Christian-Jewish community at Jerusalem and his diaspora non-Jewish Christian 
communities, as there was a common covenant bond between Jesus’ Jewish followers and his 
gentile converts. The content of this religious identity is explored above in Romans 9:4-5, and 
Gentile converts, through their link with Israel, are heirs of this same content. Part of this 
identity as people of the covenant is a religious (and political) bond to the Land of Israel for 
all followers of Christ – both Gentile and Jewish believers.316 
Although Christian biblical scholars continue to debate what precisely Paul’s letters 
reflect about his stance towards the Land, it can be seen that there is a general agreement 
amongst Christian biblical scholars that after Paul’s death, Christian perspective toward the 
Land of Israel changed radically within the four Gospels, largely because of the events of and 
following 70CE, when, after four years of Jewish revolt against Roman occupation, Rome 
destroyed the city of Jerusalem and the Temple. During this time the Christian-Jews fled 
from the city and would not defend it against the Romans. After this catastrophe, the 
Pharisaic leaders gathered at Yavneh to respond to this massive blow to Judaism, developing 
a religious way of life that could function without the Temple, priesthood, and sacrificial 
system. When Mark’s Gospel’s was written in approximately 70 CE, probably from Rome, 
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he addressed the persecuted Christians317 residing there, with a focus on the coming of the 
Kingdom of God. Lux believes that, in order to avoid inflaming the Roman authorities, the 
author avoided emphasis of the political and military functions of the expected Jewish 
Messiah, specifically making clear that Jesus had hidden his messiahship during his earthly 
life. Although in this Gospel, Galilee serves as the place of revelation and redemption, while 
Jerusalem is the place of Jesus’ rejection, “there are no grounds given to elevate Galilee to a 
land of central importance to Christians”318 and the concept of the Land is largely absent 
from Mark’s gospel.  
The Gospel of Matthew was written in the late 80s CE by a Jewish follower of Jesus, 
addressed to a similar community, perhaps in Caesarea, the capital of the Roman government 
of the province of Judea.  This Gospel represents a predominantly Jewish-Christian 
perspective. Thus, out of all the gospels, it is here we might expect some theological 
importance to be ascribed to the Land of Israel. However, Matthew’s main focus was 
apologetics against the Pharisaic rabbinic academy in Javneh, who had asserted themselves 
over and against the Jewish/Gentile messianic sect of Jesus’ followers. Both because of 
Roman rule, and the new developments of the Pharisaic School at Javneh, the Land becomes 
a moot point for Matthew’s Gospel.319 
The Gentile author of Luke-Acts was addressing his writings to a predominantly 
Gentile audience in Antioch, Syria, between 85-90 CE. The main focus of his work was the 
relationship of Gentile Christians to Jesus’ Judaism. By this time, Gentiles greatly 
outnumbered Jews in the Church, meaning that Luke’s audience did not have a Jewish 
background, with many Jewish theological themes, such as the Land of Israel, thus being of 
little interest for his writing: “Luke does not explicitly separate the Christian message from 
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the Land or consciously negate it, but the end result is the same: its absence from his 
Gospel.” Jerusalem does have some importance in Luke-Acts as being the place of origin for 
Jesus and God’s Word, but this Word was now spreading out to the “ends of the earth” (Acts 
1: 8)320  – “Repentance bringing forth the forgiveness of sins is to be proclaimed to all the 
nations. Begin from Jerusalem; it is you who are the witnesses to it all.” (Luke 24: 47 – 48). 
We also hear in Luke of Jesus’ last moments on earth, “As the time approached when he was 
to be taken up to heaven, he set his face resolutely towards Jerusalem…” (Luke 9:51); and 
Luke also highlights the significance of Jerusalem for Jesus’ final days, “we are now going 
up to Jerusalem; and all that was written by the prophets will come true for the Son of Man.” 
(Luke 18:31). Likewise, the book of Acts establishes Jerusalem as an important meeting 
place for leaders of the early Church, and the location of the first Council. Even Paul asked 
communities around the world to donate money to the Church in Jerusalem – “for Macedonia 
and Achaia have resolved to raise a common fund for the benefit of the poor among God’s 
people at Jerusalem.” (Rm 15:25).321 Luke’s gospel therefore ascribes more importance to the 
Land of Israel, specifically Jerusalem, than do the other Synoptic gospels.322 
That said, some scholars believe that the Synoptic gospels exhibit a trend of 
substituting the abundant “Land” terminology found in the Hebrew Scriptures, with the 
“Kingdom of God” terminology of Jesus - there are only a handful of Christian Scripture 
references to Land, while the “Kingdom of God” is presented as Jesus’ central message.323 
The actual term “Kingdom of God” only appears once within the Hebrew Scriptures, in 
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Wisdom 10:10, but the concept is widely presented.324 Beginning in Genesis, God is 
portrayed as the king of creation - God’s rule over all the universe is professed throughout the 
creation stories;325  God was understood as the king of the Israelites (e.g. Dt 9:26; 1 Sam 
12:12; Ps 24:10; Is 6:5; Zeph 3:15; Zech 14:16),326 particularly emphasised through the story 
of God’s liberation of the Hebrews from Egypt (Exodus),327 who had established sovereignty 
over his people through a covenantal agreement. Israel was believed to owe God allegiance 
because of God’s just and compassionate rule.328 Through the age of the monarchy and 
centralised government, God was thought to tangibly rule through the human Kings of Israel 
and Judah.329 However, criticism from the Prophets for the grievances committed by the 
earthly rulers of the monarchy, as well as the eventual demise of the monarchical age, 
heralded in a new eschatological hope in Jewish thought. 330 The Prophet Jeremiah 
anticipated that through a descendant of King David, God would finally usher in the 
messianic age (Jer 23: 5-6). This Messiah would bring Israel to redemption and power from 
her oppressors - “Jerusalem would be the jewel of the world”, reigned over by God.331 The 
Prophetic literature particularly illustrated the eschatological hopes for the messiah, using 
symbolic and exultant language (e.g. Is 43: 14-21; 52: 7-10):332 The book of Daniel presents 
an apocalyptic understanding of God’s kingly rule; 333  God was expected to intervene in the 
affairs of Israel, bringing the righteous nation to justice and inflicting punishment on her 
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enemies. What the human kings could not accomplish would eventually be brought to 
realisation by God’s salvific activity:  
 
The idea that dominated, the usual and ordinary idea, was that God would send the 
Messiah - King, the "son of David," and through him restore the kingdom of Israel, 
with the ancient glory of the re-united tribes, liberated from foreign occupation and 
poverty but at the same time restored to a true service of God and a holy fulfilment of 
the law.334  
 
Jesus adopted this Kingdom imagery as the core message of his ministry, pronouncing 
its arrival and inevitable future fulfilment, through his ministry, death and resurrection.335 
Yet, many Christian biblical scholars believe that he transformed the understanding that 
God’s reign was confined to both land and people of Israel alone, to the idea that it permeated 
through the entire world, incorporating all peoples. Jesus is seen to have denounced any 
expectations that God would inflict punishment on the Gentiles (Lk 4:16, Mt 11:5), 
continually stating that the Gentiles too had a place in God’s Kingdom (Mt 25:32-34, Jn 
10:16). Some Christian scholars understand Jesus’ rage in the Jewish Temple was an attempt 
to purify it, in order to show that God’s Kingdom would be a place of prayer for all nations, 
not only Israel (Mk 11:17).336 Jesus was adamant that entrance into the Kingdom was judged 
on faith, not descent. He stated that the Kingdom would be open to many Gentiles, yet many 
of the descendants of the great Jewish patriarchs might find themselves excluded (Mt 8:11-
12; 21: 43; 22:2; Lk 13:28-29). In the Parable of a Great Banquet, Jesus illustrated the 
unworthiness of some of those people first called, and the great faith of many Gentiles (Lk 
14:15). Hence, Christian biblical scholars believe that Jesus extended the invitation to all the 
nations to enter the Kingdom of God.337 
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These interpretations of Jesus’ Kingdom message have led Christians to historically see 
Jesus as universalising the Jewish Covenantal promise, and perhaps this presentation is most 
evident in the non-synoptic gospel of John: “Of the Christian Scriptures, the Gospel of John is 
probably the most radical in its severing of the importance of the Land from Christian 
belief.”338 Considered by scholars today to be written in approximately the late 90s CE, this 
Gospel presented an apparent hostility to Jews, their practices, their Temple, and Jerusalem, 
and began the process of severing Christianity away from Judaism. The prologue (Ch. 1) of 
John proclaimed Jesus as the incarnate Word (the Logos) of God, a Word no longer attached 
to the Land, as was the Torah, but to the Person who had come to this Land and was rejected 
there. The dismissal of any special relationship with the Land, for Christians and Christianity, 
is seemingly determined in the Gospel of John. As the gentile presence grew to become the 
majority in this once Jewish-messianic movement, their lack of interest in or commitment to 
the Land saw its place fade from Christianity. This predominantly gentile community dispensed 
of the Oral Law as unnecessary for salvation, understanding that redemption could be found 
outside of the land and the Law. Lux asks, “Was the ultimate result the breaking of the link 
between covenanted peoplehood and the Land of Israel for the Gentile Christian movement? 
Or, rather, did the Land take on a different kind of importance for this Gentile Christian 
movement?”339 An examination of later Christian pilgrimage shows that the Holy Land was to 
take on a later importance for Christians. Yet, an examination of the Christian Scriptures does 
reveal that in the efforts to incorporate Gentiles into the Christian Movement, the spiritual 
significance of the Land was reduced, although Jerusalem did remain an important location for 
the early Church, but not paramount. 
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Pilgrimage 
 
 
Even though the specific link with the Covenant/People/Land of Israel was 
abandoned, a different Christian connection with the Land continued. From the beginnings of 
Christianity, there were permanent Christian communities established in the Land, and Israel, 
now known as Palestine, quickly developed into a place of Christian pilgrimage. The first 
known pilgrim to Palestine was a bishop from Western Asia Minor, Melito of Sardis,340 who 
in the second century CE made a journey to the “place where these things had been 
proclaimed and accomplished.” He sought out “precise information” about the Hebrew 
Scriptures, wanting to know which books the Christian Canon shared with the Jews.341 Even 
prior to the beginning of the Christian Empire under the Emperor Constantine and his 
building of churches in the Holy Land at prominent Christian sites, pilgrims were journeying 
to Palestine. In the third century CE pilgrims went to the land of Palestine to pray and visit 
significant places in the life of Jesus.342 
Many Christian scholars soon took interest in the Land of Israel, such as the Church 
Fathers Origen (185-254) and Jerome (340-420), who moved to Palestine where they studied 
the Scriptures, compiled manuscripts of biblical texts, wrote commentaries, and lived out 
their lives. The first historian of Christianity, Eusebius (260-339), Bishop of Caesarea, also 
wrote a compilation of biblical place names (Onomasticon), and biblical studies that included 
a commentary on the book of Psalms (fragmentary) and the book of Isaiah. With the 
discovery of the tomb of Christ in Jerusalem, “located not in the heavens but in Judea,” 
Eusebius laid the foundations for a Christian notion of the ‘Holy Land.’343 Some monks 
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described Jerusalem as “God’s Holy City” and “the Eye that Lights the Earth,” in letters to 
Emperor Anastasious.344 The Patriarch of Jerusalem, St. Sophronius, declared the spiritual 
importance of Jerusalem as the place of Jesus’ life death and resurrection, stating: 
 
Here it is Jerusalem we proclaim, where God has lived bringing about miracles. Here 
we announce Golgotha, where God took the Cross upon himself. Here we sing the 
resurrection, where God rose from the tomb. Here we preach Sion… Where Christ 
appeared risen from the dead. Here we glorify the Mount of Olives from where God 
ascended to the heavens.345 
 
Additionally, Christian pilgrims began to journey to the place of Jesus’ birth, life, 
death, and resurrection, with substantial record of pilgrimages taking place from the fourth to 
the eleventh century: “Christ’s sojourn on earth, it seems, had sanctified not only the specific 
places where he lived and died, but the very soil of the land itself.”346 Differing from Judaism 
and Islam, Christianity does not mandate its adherents to make a pilgrimage to any land. 
However, an importance has been ascribed to journeying to the Holy Land as a Christian 
pilgrim from the early centuries to the present day.347 In a study of modern pilgrimages, 
Bowman comments,  
 
In large part Catholic pilgrimage is inspirational; … [that is, people] come to the Holy 
Land to be renewed in their faith so that they can subsequently reengage their 
ordinary lives with renewed energy and a renewed sense of purpose. The idea that 
pilgrimage serves as a revitalization of spiritual energies drained by involvement in 
the labors of the secular world makes Catholic pilgrimage much more individuated 
than that of the Orthodox; instead of a cosmological celebration of the community of 
mankind in Christ, Catholics engage, as individuals or in groups bound by a shared 
purpose, in a process of being repossessed by the power that gives meaning to their 
personal lives and labors.348 
 
 
                                                             
344 Khoury, “The Significance of Jerusalem,” 43. 
345 Ibid., 43. 
346 Wilken, The Land Called Holy, 125, as cited in Lux, “The Land of Israel (Eretz Yisra’e l) in Jewish and 
Christian Understanding,” 14. Use short title for repeat citations 
347 Lux, “The Land of Israel (Eretz Yisra’e l) in Jewish and Christian Understanding,” 14. 
348 Glen Bowman, “Contemporary Christian Pilgrimage to the Holy Land,” in Anthony O’Mahony, ed., et al, 
The Christian Heritage in the Holy Land (London: Scorpion Cavendish, 1995), 302-303, as cited in Lux, “The 
Land of Israel (Eretz Yisra’e l) in Jewish and Christian Understanding,” 14. 
105 
 
For Catholics, it is of most significance to celebrate the Eucharist at the holy sites – 
though of the same essence and structure as Eucharistic celebrations in one’s home parish,  
 
On these holy spots God is felt to be especially and intensely present in ways that do 
not occur when the Eucharist is celebrated in their home churches. The power of these 
celebrations would seem to imply a sacramentality connected with the sites and thus 
inextricably to the Land itself also, making more intense the reality of God’s 
presence.349  
 
 
Hence, Lux asks, how might we consider the “Holy Land” in light of a “theology of 
presence?” Can we reimage its meaning in light of the historical Christian presence in the 
Land and the experience of Christian pilgrims to the Land?350 Lux makes an interesting case 
for Christians to approach the “Holy Land” as a “Sacrament of Encounter.” Within 
Catholicism, the word “sacrament” refers to the ritual sacraments, signs and instruments that 
mediate the grace of God to human beings, including Christ himself, and the Church. Within 
the documents of the Second Vatican Council, the Church explained that through engagement 
with these sacraments, Christians together form the Body of Christ on earth.351 Each of the 
traditional seven sacraments has been re-examined in light of the insights of modern 
theology, biblical studies, and other modern disciplines. More recently, some sacramental 
theologians have begun to look at sacraments through the lens of the real experiences of 
individuals at prayer. This is the approach of mystagogy - “a form of instruction that 
attempted to plumb the depths of the rites that had been experienced for their spiritual import. 
First the experience, then the teaching….”352 These contemporary mystagogical reflections 
on sacraments, especially on the Eucharist, led Pope Paul VI to issue his encyclical 
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Mysterium Fidei, aiming “to review at greater length the…doctrine which was briefly set 
forth in the constitution De Sacra Liturgia,” of the ways in which Christ becomes present in 
His Church. Pope Paul VI lists those ways: 1) the presence of Christ first of all in the Church 
at prayer [“where two or three are gathered in my name”]; 2) in the Church when She 
performs in works of mercy; 3) in general, with humanity on their pilgrimage through life; 4) 
through the Church’s proclamation of the Word of God; 5) in the Church’s guiding of the 
People of God through pastoral care; 6) “in a manner still more sublime” as the Church 
celebrates the Mass; 7) as the Church “administers” the sacraments; 8) and finally through the 
Eucharist - “there is yet another manner in which Christ is present in His Church, a manner 
which surpasses all the others; it is His presence in the Sacrament of the Eucharist... this 
presence [in the Eucharist] is called ‘real’ – by which it is not intended to exclude all other 
types of presence as if they could not be ‘real’ too, but because it is presence in the fullest 
sense.”353 
If there are multiple senses of Christ’s presence, as the Second Vatican Council 
Constitution on the Liturgy and Pope Paul VI declared, this can have implications for a new 
Christian imaging and understanding of the Holy Land. If a sacrament is indeed the 
mediation and encounter of a Christian with God, then perhaps, Lux proposes, a pilgrim’s 
experience in the Holy Land brings a certain degree of intensity to this encounter. A pilgrim 
can sense the presence of Christ and the events of his life when in the Land, through visiting 
and praying at the sites where Jesus walked and talked, and where the early Church had its 
beginnings. Lux concludes that, 
 
The Land plays in making Christ present to us. In a re-imaging of our relationship to 
the Holy Land we can say: As Christ is the sacrament of our encounter with God, the 
Holy Land is a sacrament of our encounter with Christ. As surely as Christ is 
mediated in multiple ways and present in multiple ways as taught by the Second 
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Vatican Council, Paul VI and various theologians, so he is most assuredly present and 
mediated in the Land we call Holy. We can call this mediation of Christ in the Holy 
Land, a sacramental encounter; thus, the Holy Land, itself, becomes for us a 
sacramental experience.354 
 
 
Lux is careful to note that the Catholic sacramental experience neither, 
 
Invalidates nor supersedes the Jewish experience and covenantal connection to the 
Land of Israel, but adds a new dimension of experience and meaning specific to 
Catholic Christians, who, since Vatican Council II, are called upon to understand, 
appreciate, and affirm the reality of the Jewish experience in the 21st century. This, I 
would argue, is especially true of the Jewish experience of their connection to the 
Land of Israel.355 
 
 
Whilst Lux’s proposal is certainly worth further theological consideration, the Roman 
Catholic Church, as of yet has, not made any similar statements. Comments by the Vatican on 
the theological significance of the Land of Israel for Judaism have been minimal and 
fragmented. In December 2015, the Vatican’s Commission for Religious Relations with the 
Jews released the document, “The Gifts and the Calling of God are Irrevocable (Rom 11:29): 
A Reflection On Theological Questions Pertaining To Catholic–Jewish Relations On The 
Occasion Of The 50th Anniversary Of "Nostra Aetate" (No.4),” which reinforced the Nostra 
Aetate (1965) declaration the God had not revoked the Jewish Covenant, but extended this 
declaration by adding that,  
 
The Church is therefore obliged to view evangelisation to Jews, who believe in the 
one God, in a different manner from that to people of other religions and world views. 
In concrete terms this means that the Catholic Church neither conducts nor supports 
any specific institutional mission work directed towards Jews. (40).356 
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This is the first official Church document to clearly repudiate attempted conversion of the 
Jews. Yet, despite again affirming the ongoing Covenant of the Jewish people, again fails to 
specifically address the theological place of the Land within that covenant. Perhaps the 
closest the Church has come to this is the Vatican-Israel Accord of 1993, otherwise known as 
the Fundamental Agreement, instigated during the papacy of Pope John Paul II. Rabbi David 
Rosen refers to the Fundamental Agreement as the “culmination of Nostra Aetate,” stating, 
 
The Fundamental Agreement not only paved the way for the historic papal 
Pilgrimages to the Holy Land and thus to the establishment of the bilateral 
commission with the Chief Rabbinate of Israel, but arguably reflected more than 
anything else the fact that the Catholic Church had truly repudiated its portrayal of the 
Jewish people as condemned wanderers to be homeless until the final advent.357 
 
Marcel Dubois points out that the Fundamental Agreement differs drastically from 
other Vatican Concordats with other nations, in that this is an agreement between “two 
personalities, two identities, two religious traditions, in brief, two theological realities which 
define themselves through their relation to the same God and the same Book.”358 Likewise, 
for Cardinal Joseph Bernadin, although the Agreement was primarily political in nature, “it is 
the Accords that 'represent the final seal' on the process begun at the Council and have 
underlying theological significance.”359 Yet, as Rachelle Weiman comments; 
There are others in the Church, represented by many circles inside and outside of the 
Curia, who would like to see the Accords defined as a strictly political agreement 
between two State administrations, and absolutely reject attributing any other 
meaning to what they view as a political document This is merely the continuation of 
the warning that was encased in the 1985 Vatican document not to attribute any 
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theological interpretation to the existence of the state of Israel or Jewish attachment to 
it.360 
Although the Fundamental Agreement comes closer than other Church documents at 
acknowledging Jewish religious attachment of the Land of Israel, it still only hints at this 
theological significance, standing at face value as a political document between two 
sovereign States, dealing in political terms with a range of issues including taxation of 
churches and pilgrimage rights, promotion of religious freedom and access to the holy 
places.361 Hence, in the absence of any clear Church statement, there have been varying 
Christian theologies that have developed in response to the creation of the modern State of 
Israel. 
Christian Zionism 
 
Separate to the Supersessionist Theology that began in the Roman Catholic Church, 
there developed what came to be eventually known as Christian Zionism, with its beginnings 
in post-Reformation English civilisation of the seventeenth century. The Christian Puritan 
thinkers of this time desired to study the scriptures in their original language. They promoted 
a new theological understanding of Covenant that moved away from Supersessionism, to a 
conviction that God’s Covenant with the people of Israel was enduring. Because God 
promised, through this Covenant, the Land of Israel to the Jewish people, it was clear to the 
Puritans that the Palestinian region was the rightful home of the Jews and that God would 
facilitate their eventual return.362 Simultaneously, this region was also the goal of the divinely 
promised return of Christ. It was thought that the Second Coming of Christ would occur 
when the people of Israel returned to Jerusalem. These beliefs were drawn from the popular 
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millenarian concept that interpreted the scriptures literally and believed that the Second 
Coming of Christ was not far off, at which time Jesus Christ would resume his rule from 
Jerusalem for 1000 years. Once the Jews were returned to their land, they would subsequently 
be converted to Christianity as an important precondition for this Second Coming. Hence it 
was the task of Christians to work for the fulfilment of this scriptural promise by facilitating 
the restoration of the Jews. Based on God’s promises to Abraham in Genesis 12: 3, it was 
believed that God would bless those nations who were kind to the Jews. This belief led the 
English Puritans in 1649 to petition for the repeal of the act of Parliament that banished the 
Jews from England. 363  
Thomas Brightman (1562 – 1607) has been named as the “father” of the British 
Restorationism. As a strong Protestant, he wrote about the urgent need to overthrow the 
Antichrist – the papacy in Rome. This would be followed by the dissolution of the Turkish 
Empire, allowing the Jewish return to Palestine. However, this nation would soon become a 
Christian nation and usher in the Second Coming. Brightman calculated the date of these 
events from the biblical book of Daniel. Other writers were based in nations beyond England. 
Holger Paulli (1644 – 1714) was adamant that the Jewish return to the Holy Land was a 
condition of the Second Coming, and thus he wrote to the Kings of England and France, 
calling on them to conquer Palestine so that the Jews might re-establish the monarchy in the 
region and regain their State. He referred to himself as Cyrus the Great, using the title of the 
Persian biblical king who allowed the Jews to return from exile in Babylon. These are a few 
examples of the early thinkers of Jewish Restoration. 364   
The Puritan Restorationism was expanded in the nineteenth century and was further 
influenced by a new understanding of dispensation eschatology. Dispensationalism 
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interpreted history as a series of epochs leading to the end of time, when Jesus would return - 
the Parousia. Followers believed that the Jewish rejection of Jesus as the Messiah merely 
postponed God’s promises for Israel until Jesus’ Second Coming. The Parousia, it was 
thought, would bring in the millennial reign of Christ, when all humankind would come to 
understand Christ as the Messiah, at which time God’s promises for Israel would be fulfilled. 
Proponent of this view, the Anglican cleric William Hechler (1845-1931), actually attended 
the first world Zionist conference and encouraged Herzl to resettle the land of Palestine for 
the Jewish people because it was a part of God’s plan prophesied in Scripture. Hechler not 
only assisted Herzl to meet with the German Kaiser to discuss his Zionist cause, but he also 
influenced David Lloyd George and Lord Balfour, who wrote the Balfour Declaration of 
1917, contributing to the dream of restoration being transformed into a political reality.365  
The Puritans who went to America developed Christian Zionist thinking in a unique 
way. They compared their experience of pioneering into the American wilderness from 
doomed Europe, to the experience of the Jews who fled from Egypt, led by Moses. They saw 
their settling in America as truly living out the Exodus experience, re-living the history that 
formed God’s Chosen People. Through this role, they developed a profound philosemitism 
and identified their own destiny with that of the Jews. Once it had begun, American Christian 
Zionism became more powerful, more broadly based and more vital than English 
Restorationism. To the English understanding that England had a special responsibility for 
the return of the Jews, the American Puritans added the conviction that America itself had 
been moulded in the very same Exodus experience of the Jews, from its beginnings, and that 
American destiny was thus intertwined with that of Israel’s.366 In the period of British rule in 
Palestine, every American President endorsed the realisation of a national Jewish homeland. 
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Their statements were made in the name of the American people, the vast majority of whom 
were Christian. The US was the first nation to recognise the new State in 1948. When Dr 
Chaim Weizmann was elected the new State’s first president, he bestowed to American 
President Truman scrolls of the Torah. This symbolised a perceived spiritual and moral bond 
between these two nations, both deeply rooted in a biblical heritage.367 
Today, Christian Zionists are represented by such groups as the International 
Christian Embassy in Jerusalem (ICEJ) and the International Fellowship of Christians and 
Jews in Chicago. They are generally ardent supporters of the State of Israel, based on biblical 
prophecies, and maintain that the State of Israel is intrinsically linked to the Israel of biblical 
prophecy and is a direct fulfilment of God’s promises. Christian Zionism is most active in the 
American Protestant fundamentalist community. Members make pilgrimage to Israel, visiting 
major sites of Jesus’ life. Conservative Christian Zionists’ literal interpretation of biblical 
texts also tends to make them supportive of the more conservative elements in Israeli politics, 
particularly the concept of a greater Israel. They believe that their support of the State is 
critical to its survival and crucial to usher in the Second Coming of Christ, who will be 
acknowledged by the whole world. Hence, in some ways, they perceive Jews as a necessary 
tool to fulfil God’s final plan. 368 
Meanwhile, many mainline Christian churches view the ICEJ and associated Christian 
Zionist groups with suspicion.369 Other Christian groups will not base the legitimacy of the 
State of Israel upon biblical proof–texts. For example, the United Church of Christ’s 1990 
stated:  
 
We do not see consensus in the United Church of Christ, or among our panel, on the 
Covenantal significance of the State of Israel. We appreciate the compelling moral 
argument for the creation of modern Israel as a vehicle for self-determination and as a 
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haven to victimised people; we also recognise that this event has entailed the 
dispossession of Palestinians from their homes and the denial of human rights.370 
 
 
Additionally, the Roman Catholic Church, which has been working to dramatically 
transform its historical theology of Supersessionism since the Second Vatican Council (1962-
65), declared in its “Notes on the Correct Way to Present Jews and Judaism in Preaching and 
Catechesis in the Roman Catholic Church,” from the Pontifical commission for Religious 
Relations with the Jews:  
 
The history of (the community of) Israel did not end in 70 A.D. It continued, 
especially in a numerous Diaspora which allowed Israel to carry to the whole world 
the witness – often heroic – of its fidelity to the one God and to “exalt him in the 
presence of all the living” (Tobit 13:4), while preserving the memory of the land of 
their forefathers at the heart of their hope (Passover Seder). Christians are invited to 
understand this religious attachment which finds its roots in biblical tradition, without 
however making their own any particular religious interpretation of this relationship. 
The existence of the State of Israel and its political options should be envisaged, not 
in a perspective which is in itself religious, but in their reference to the common 
principles of international law. The permanence of Israel (while so many ancient 
peoples have disappeared without trace) is a historic fact and a sign to be interpreted 
within God’s design. We must in any case rid ourselves of the traditional idea of 
people punished, preserved as a living argument for Christian apologetics. It remains 
a chosen people...371 
  
This paragraph shows a nuanced distinction of the political realm from the 
theological/religious realm, in order to avoid Catholic interpretations of the modern State of 
Israel through a strictly religious or biblical lens. This shows a distancing from and 
condemnation of the fundamentalist, literalist biblical interpretation of the Christian Zionists. 
Indeed, the Commission goes on to state that: “Fundamentalism actually invites people to a 
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kind of intellectual suicide. It injects into life a false certitude, for it unwittingly confuses the 
divine substance of the biblical message with what are in fact its human limitations.”372  
A historical-critical reading of the Bible is necessary to avoid the superficial 
application of biblical land promises to the modern world. However, this also presents the 
Catholic Church with a tension – how can the Church renounce her past Supersessionist 
Theology, whilst simultaneously coming to understand the inherent value of the land of Israel 
for the Jewish people, in the context of the existence of a modern Jewish nation-state?373 
Resolving this tension remains an ongoing task for the Church.  
 
 
Liberation Theology 
 
 
Although in recent times Liberation Theology has been applied by Christians, and 
even some Jewish thinkers, to the Arab-Israeli conflict, the theology had its beginnings in 
Latin America in the late 1960s. It began as a Christian theology that was based on the 
Gospel call to have a preferential option for the poor. Such a theology aims to take into 
account the socio-political situation of an oppressed people, synthesise it with the gospel 
message, and preach God’s word so as to alert the oppressed to their rights as God’s children, 
thereby empowering them. Liberation Theology declares that all Christians should be actively 
challenging injustices in the world, advocating for the oppressed. 
Liberation Theology arose from the Second General Conference of the Latin 
American Bishops in Columbia in 1968. Latin America had been experiencing ongoing social 
and political turmoil, with the vast majority living in poverty, while a small minority of the 
wealthy and powerful utilised unlawful means to control the economy and preserve their 
status. Numerous military governments were known to make use of torture, assassination and 
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‘death squads’ on anyone who dared to oppose them. At the Bishop’s Conference, inspired by 
the documents of the Second Vatican Council, the Bishops decided that their faith demanded 
that they end the dehumanising of the poor. Some priests were moved to join the peasant’s 
guerrilla movements, but others, such as Gustavo Guitierez, Leonardo Boff and Oscar 
Romero, advocated non-violent methods of resistance, that developed into a theology of 
Liberation. Liberation Theology is hence one of the first attempts at a Christian local 
theology, speaking to the particular experiences and issues of a local people. 374 
One of the founding fathers of Liberation Theology was Gustavo Gutierrez. He wrote 
“A Theology of Liberation” in 1973, establishing that the focus of Liberation Theology was 
critical reflection on Christian praxis, or faith-in-action, in both the social and political 
spheres. This praxis, according to Gutierrez, must begin with a solidarity with the poor, and 
hence seek to transform the world in light of the gospel message that calls humans to rid the 
poor of their injustices. It is through this Christian praxis that God will be revealed to 
Christians:375  
 
The challenge in Latin America is to find a language about God which arises out of 
the situation created by the injustice and poverty in which the great majority live… At 
the same time, it has to be a discourse nourished by the hopes of a people who seek 
liberation… Indeed, we believe that a prophetic and mystical language about God is 
being born in these lands of exploitation and hope… The language of prophecy 
denounces the situation (and its structural causes) of injustice and exploitation, as 
lived by the poor of Latin America… knowing how to discover ‘the suffering features 
of Christ the Lord in the faces’ furrowed by the pain of an oppressed people.376 
 
 
The bishops of Latin America issued statements on Liberation Theology, after two 
conferences: Medellin (as mentioned above) and Puebla. Gutierrez believed these statements 
were of significance for the Church in the following ways: The Church made clear that it has 
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a duty of “prophetic denunciation” of injustice, necessitated by a solidarity with the poor. 
Hence this means that the Church institution must disengage itself from any unjust social 
orders within the world; The Church must engage in “conscientizing evangelization,” an 
evangelisation that seeks to guide an individual to their fulfilment as a human being, which 
will necessitate engaging with the “revolutionary thrust” of the gospel, to ensure social 
liberation for all peoples; The Church must stand in solidarity with the marginalised of Latin 
America, which involves not only steps one and two above, but also living a simple lifestyle, 
an “evangelical poverty;” The Church must be able to self-critique, ensuring that within 
itself, there are no unjust structures, nor neglecting of pastoral duties. As well, individual 
clergy must embrace a change of lifestyle, dedicated to the construction of a new social 
order.377 
For Gutierrez, salvation is not simply a “religious” reality: it extends into the 
historical, political and social realms. He understood that God’s salvific actions, through 
Jesus’ death and resurrection, occurred within our world, and have concrete repercussions for 
our world, in the here and now.378 In agreement, Liberation Theologian Jon Sobrino 
explained that “the Cross” signifies God’s solidarity with all who suffer today. In the 
“crucified” masses of today, Christ becomes present in history, and is with those who 
struggle for liberation and justice. Through Christ’s death on the cross, divine love entered 
into human history, and only through Christ’s triumph over death did God make certain that 
our own struggles against the forces of oppression will one day triumph, and that the 
Kingdom of God will reign. Jesus already effected the defeat of sin and evil, and humanity 
can now anticipate God’s final decisive victory over the forces of evil. 379 Within the 
Beatitudes (Mt 5: 3-12), Jesus assured his followers that the reign of God would rise up from 
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below; from the poor, the outcasts, the exploited, and the abused, when we all confront their 
unjust and dehumanizing situations and struggle for their liberation, with a certain hope of 
triumph. When we confront sin, “evident in oppressive structures, in the exploitation of man 
by man, in the domination and slavery of people, races, and social classes,”380 we work 
towards the fullness of salvation and the fullness of God’s Kingdom. Hence, Gutierrez 
concludes, “we can say that the historical, political liberation event is the growth of the 
Kingdom and is a salvific event; but it is not the coming of the Kingdom, not all of 
salvation,”381 which God will one day complete in the future. According to Liberation 
Theologian Leonardo Boff, the Kingdom will be “a total, global and structural transfiguration 
and revolution of the reality of human beings; it is the cosmos purified of all evils and full of 
the reality of God.”382  
Because of the historical, political dimensions of Liberation Theology, the theology 
has been carefully critiqued by the Church for its Marxist undertones. A document released 
by the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Instruction on Certain Aspects of 
Liberation Theology, insisted that a utilisation of Marxist concepts showed an acceptance of 
Marxism itself, a philosophy in conflict with Church teaching because of its materialism, 
determinism and atheism. The Church also warned of the danger of Liberation Theology 
becoming too overtly political, and putting such an emphasis on God’s earthy reign, that it 
was in danger of losing “the more transcendent dimensions of scriptural eschatology.”383  
This document was promulgated in 1984, during the papacy of Pope John Paul II, and hence 
reflected the Pope’s own stance on the theology. At the same time however, Liberation 
                                                             
380 Gustavo Gutierrez, A Theology of Liberation: History, Politics and Salvation (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis 
Books, 1973), 175 – 176. 
381 Gutierrez, A Theology of Liberation, 104. 
382 Leonardo Boff, Jesus Christ Liberator: A Critical Christology for Our Time (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis 
Books, 1978), 56. 
383 The Pontifical Biblical Commission, reprinted with commentary in J.L. Houlden (ed.), The Interpretation of 
the Bible in the Church (London: SPCK, 1995) 38, as cited in Christopher Rowland, “Introduction: The 
Theology of Liberation,” in The Cambridge Companion to Liberation Theology (Cambridge; Cambridge 
University Press, 1999) 15. 
118 
 
Theology alerted the Church to the desperate need for contextual theologies, highlighting that 
the theologies and scriptural interpretations of post-Enlightenment, secular Europe and North 
America, were not always suitable for Christians in developing nations. Additionally, 
Liberation Theology heightened the Church’s focus on particular elements of Catholic Social 
Teaching, such as the “Preferential Option for the Poor,” and the richness of their gospel 
origins,384 teachings which Pope John Paul II strongly supported.385 This highlights the 
Church’s ongoing struggle with Liberation Theology, affirming its elements of Catholic 
Social teaching, but condemning its controversial political applications. Regardless of official 
Vatican opinion, Liberation Theology has now spread across the globe and throughout all 
Christian denominations, including Latin America, Africa, Asia and Europe. It has also been 
applied to a range of particular social groups, including the poor, women, blacks, Dalits and 
Indigenous People.386 Although Liberation Theology has been largely critiqued by the 
magisterium, its ever-growing prevalence in Christianity cannot be ignored. 
One area of political application that is of concern is the application of Liberation 
Theology to the Arab-Israeli Conflict. Charles Merkley notes that the implicit Marxist themes 
of Liberation Theology have been imported into a Palestinian theology of Liberation, 
developed by Christians living in the Holy Land, with the Palestinian struggle against 
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Zionism framed as a struggle against forces of imperialism, capitalism and eurocentrism.387 
Adam Gregerman believes that Liberation theology has: 
 
Emerged as a central method of theological discourse among Palestinian Christians 
and non-Palestinian Christians who support the Palestinian cause. It furnishes an 
ideology of resistance and sympathy with the downtrodden that has proved popular 
among contemporary critics of the State of Israel.388  
 
 
Although there are only a relatively small number of Palestinian Christians, Gregerman notes 
that their message has been rapidly taken up in the West, especially in the Protestant 
churches. Naim Ateek’s Sabeel Ecumenical Liberation Theology Centre in Jerusalem, for 
example, has hundreds of participants from varying denominations around the globe. Even 
some Jewish scholars have adopted a Jewish Theology of Liberation, applying it to the Arab- 
Israeli conflict. They include Marc Ellis, who states:  
  
A Jewish theology that broadens the contours of empowerment to liberation is born 
and named as a Jewish theology of liberation. It states unequivocally that solidarity 
with our own people and the ethical values that form the centre of our tradition, and 
solidarity with all peoples who are struggling for justice, including the Palestinian 
people, are at the centre of the personal and communal life of the Jewish people. 
However, solidarity, like empowerment, cannot remain on the level of principle or 
high-minded phraseology. Rather, our concrete solidarity, or lack thereof, needs to be 
stated in detail, politically and religiously.389 
 
 
However, sincere the Liberation Theology calls for justice for the Palestinians are, the 
language utilised to do so can be problematic for Christian-Jewish relations. Adam 
Gregerman believes that Liberation theology has “emerged as a central method of theological 
discourse among Palestinian Christians and non-Palestinian Christians who support the 
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Palestinian cause. It furnishes an ideology of resistance and sympathy with the downtrodden 
that has proved popular among contemporary critics of the State of Israel.”390 Although he 
notes that there are only a relatively small number of Palestinian Christians, their message 
has been rapidly taken up in the West, especially in the Protestant churches. Naim Ateek’s 
Sabeel Ecumenical Liberation Theology Centre in Jerusalem, for example, has hundreds of 
participants from varying denominations around the globe. Statements from Western church 
organizations on the Arab - Israeli conflict reveal the influence of Liberation Theology. What 
is most problematic with the language of Liberation Theology is that, whilst sensitive to 
suffering peoples, it utilises classical anti-Jewish concepts to critique the State of Israel and 
Judaism, painting Israel and the Jews as oppressors of the Palestinians, with whom God 
stands in solidarity. Frequently, Jesus’ gospel message of an inclusive and loving God is used 
to critique the alleged exclusivity and intolerance of Zionism, the State of Israel, and the 
Jewish religious tradition.391 Liberation Theologians also utilise language about the Cross of 
Jesus to reflect on Palestinian suffering, rhetorically alluding to Jewish responsibility for the 
death of Jesus – an accusation that Christian Churches have sought to retract for the past half 
century. Such language signals a rejection of the renewed teachings of the Second Vatican 
Council, as it verges on the past anti-Jewish and Supersessionist Church accusation of the 
Jews as “Christ – killers.” 392  
Another problematic element of Liberation Theology is the “false dichotomy” it has 
created “between supposed Jewish particularism and biblical (or Christian) universalism.” 393 
This is evident in the words of Naim Ateek, a Palestinian-born Anglican Priest and champion 
of Liberation theology, who states that the Jewish theological approach to the land must be 
drastically re-assessed in order to achieve justice for the Palestinians: 
                                                             
390 Gregerman “Old Wine in New Bottles,” 314. 
391 Ibid., 316. 
392 Boys and Lee, Christians and Jews in Dialogue, 167-168. 
393 Gregerman “Old Wine in New Bottles,” 316. 
121 
 
 
For it is not the land that carries a blessing to the people, but faithfulness to the God 
of justice, righteousness and mercy. It is true that the land of Israel-Palestine has been 
singled out as host to great events in history, but I do not believe that it is intrinsically 
more holy than other lands. If God has done great things here, God has done great 
things everywhere. If God loves this land and its peoples, that is a sign – a sacrament 
– that God loves each and every land and its peoples. The whole Earth is the Lord’s. 
This is all God’s world. The whole world should be holy. It is all sacramental. When 
God commanded Moses to take off his shoes because he was standing on holy 
ground, he was in Sinai and not in Canaan (Eretz Yisrael). I return to my insistence 
that, theologically speaking, what is at stake today in the political conflict over the 
land of the West Bank and Gaza is nothing less than the way we understand the 
nature of God.394 
 
 
What Ateek is suggesting is the “universalizing” the Jewish Covenant, drawing on the 
repudiated Supersessionist argumentation; that Christian universalism should replace Jewish 
particularism. In the same vein, the Melkite Archbishop Cyril Bustros stated in a 2010 news 
conference: 
  
We say that we cannot resort to theological and Biblical assumptions as a tool to 
justify injustice. We want to say that the promise of God in the Old Testament, 
relating to the Promised Land… As Christians, we are saying that this promise was 
essentially nullified by the presence of Jesus Christ, who then brought about the 
Kingdom of God. As Christians, we cannot talk about a “Promised Land” for the 
Jews. We talk about a “promised land” which is the Kingdom of God. That’s the 
Promised Land, which encompasses the entire earth with a message of peace and 
justice and equality for all the children of God. There is no preferred or privileged 
people. All men and women from every country have become the “chosen people.” 
This is clear for us. We cannot just refer to the “promised land” to justify the return of 
the Jews in Israel, and ignore the Palestinians who were kicked out of their land. 
5,000,000 Jews kicked out three or 4,000,000 Palestinians from their land, this is not 
justifiable. There is no “chosen people” any longer. For Christians, everybody is the 
“chosen people. What we say is something political. Sacred Scripture should not be 
used to justify the occupation of Palestinian land on the part of the Israelis.395  
 
Whilst the Bishop was affirming that biblical promises should not be equated to a modern 
political situation, he also advocated a universalisation that precludes any particularistic 
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expression, such as “the chosen people” or the Land of Israel, in a way that also risks 
rejecting an affirmation of the ongoing Covenantal status of the Jewish people.396  
Another issue that Liberation Theology highlights is the Palestinian Christian struggle 
to accept the Vatican II repeal of Supersessionism. Any theology that deviates from this is 
perceived as a denial of their own right to be in the land. Additionally, they are troubled by 
the Christian Zionist claims that the Bible demands their own physical supersession by Israeli 
Jews. Palestinian Christians feel spiritually antagonistic towards the Old Testament as a 
result. Biblical references to Israel are equated to their experiences of the modern Israeli 
State. Philip Cunningham urges Western Christians to bear this in mind when speaking to 
Eastern Christians about the Arab-Israeli conflict.397 Yet, Merkley points to the dangers of 
this developing phenomenon: “Entire generations of Palestinian Christians have grown up 
ignoring God's alliance with Israel and the Jewishness of Jesus, of the Madonna, of the 
Apostles. To them, they were all Arabs!"398 This indicates why Palestinian Christians might 
be attracted to the Liberation Theology of Sabeel, but also highlights urgent problems for 
Catholic-Jewish relations, with many Christians in the Holy Land rejecting the Old 
Testament and only reading from the New Testament, essentially adopting the heretical and 
denounced Marcionism of the second century CE. A recent text from the International 
Council of Christians and Jews (ICCJ) states:  
 
Those scriptures – which because they emerged from situations of oppression (e.g. 
Exodus), despair (e.g. Lamentations) and suffering (e.g. Job), and have over the 
centuries brought hope to countless distressed people – are tragically unhelpful to 
many Palestinian Christians. We admire and encourage those Christian pastors who 
are struggling valiantly against circumstances that promote a kind of modern neo-
Marcionism, a very early distortion of Christianity that discarded the Hebrew 
Scriptures.399 
                                                             
396 Michael B. McGarry, ‘The Land of Israel in the Cauldron of the Middle East,’ in Seeing Judaism Anew: 
Christianity’s Sacred Obligation, ed. Mary C. Boys (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers Inc., 2005) 
22. 
397 Cunningham, “A Catholic Theology of Land?” 12-13. 
398 Merkley, Christian Attitudes Towards the State of Israel, 1948-2000, 80. 
399 ICCJ, as cited in Cunningham, ‘A Catholic Theology of Land,’ 12-13. 
123 
 
 
 
The Catholic Church faces the task of continuing to affirm the Jewish people’s 
ongoing Covenantal relationship with God, but also of finding a way to articulate what this 
affirmation means in terms of the attachment to the Land of Israel, something that is foreign 
within the Christian understanding of relationship with God: “The task awaiting us is to 
articulate a positively formulated centrist hermeneutic.”400 Liberation Theology also remains 
a challenge for the Church as a number of its core elements, such as the Catholic Social 
Teaching of the Preferential Option for the Poor, are an encouraged part of Church teaching. 
Yet, its application to current, political situations can border on Marxism, and in the case of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict, age-old Christian anti-Judaism and Supersessionism.  
 
Conclusion 
 
 
The Christian Churches are divided in their approach to the modern State of Israel. 
Although Christian Zionists support the Zionist initiative, it is not so much because of their 
desire for the Jewish people to survive and thrive, but because they believe that Jewish return 
is necessary for God’s larger plan of the ultimate triumph of Christ. Other Christians 
condemn both Israel and Christian Zionists, siding with the Palestinian Liberation 
theologians. However sincere the calls of Liberation Theologians are for justice and the 
‘Preferential Option for the Poor,’ as illustrated above, they run the risk of reverting to 
Supersessionist Theology through the way they critique the modern State of Israel. Although 
the Roman Catholic Church officially denounced the Supersessionist Theology, it can be seen 
through an examination of Christian Scriptures that the Jewish spiritual attachment to the 
Land was reduced, in order to bring the Christian message to the Gentile World. This 
highlights the challenge for the Church to interpret its scriptures in light of the Vatican II 
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repeal of Supersessionism, and the ongoing task of developing a balanced theology that can 
acknowledge the universalism of Christianity, but also affirm the specific covenant between 
God and the Jewish people. In the words of Mary Boys:  
 
We Christians have no moral high ground from which to speak. Many Christians tend 
either to speak uncritically of Israel (the Christian Zionism of many Evangelicals) or 
to speak in righteous judgement of Israel (some liberal Christians). Both stances are 
problematic. Too few of us know how firmly Augustine’s dictum that the Jews were 
condemned to perpetual wandering has been embedded in our tradition. Too few of us 
know the complexity of the Middle East, past and present, including the bloody hands 
of “our” Crusaders. Too few of us understand Christian complicity in anti-Semitism 
through centuries of disparagement of Judaism and vilification of Jews by the Church. 
Too few of us grapple with how Christian missionary attempts to convert Jews further 
reduce the people who lost 6,000,000 in the Nazi genocide.401 
 
Boys’ concerns highlight all the more the urgent need for the Church to clearly explain its 
position on the theological significance of the Land of Israel for Jews and Judaism, and to 
actively engage in dialogue with both Israelis and Palestinians - Jewish, Muslim and 
Christian - about the political issues that pervade this region, to work towards peaceful 
solutions for all. It is within this framework that the emerging policies of Pope John Paul II 
need to be examined. I shall turn to these policies in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4: Pope John Paul II’s policies and Australian Reactions 
 
 
A watershed period for Jewish-Christian relations regarding a change in Vatican 
policy to the State of Israel occurred during the period of Pope John Paul II’s long tenure. 
Whilst the Pope’s decision was largely a political one, it clearly also had theological 
implications. Amidst a background of Christian Zionism, Liberation Theology, residual 
Supersessionist Theology, and the global phenomenon of a secular “new antisemitism,” the 
leadership actions of Pope John Paul II were crucial for establishing and enacting an official 
Church stance towards the State of Israel.  
This chapter will examine the innovations introduced by Pope John Paul II, within the 
framework of Nostra Aetate, in terms of the relationship of the Church with the Jewish 
people and the Land of Israel. As well, it will note occasional moments of controversy, 
specifically focusing on the Catholic and Jewish reactions in Australia, as revealed in primary 
documents. The importance of Karol Wojtyla’s polish origins for his eventual appointment as 
Pope will be explored. Additionally, some of the important documents released during his 
tenure will be considered, including Notes on the Correct Way to Present the Jews and 
Judaism in Preaching and Catechesis in the Roman Catholic Church; the Australian 
Guidelines for Catholic Jewish Relations; We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah. It is 
also imperative to look at the symbolic actions of the Pope, such as his Rome Synagogue 
visit; his visit to Sydney, visit to the Holy Land, and perhaps most importantly, his 
establishment of Vatican diplomatic relations with the State of Israel. Moments of 
controversy will also be considered, including the Pope’s meetings with Israeli and 
Palestinian political figures the canonisation of Edith Stein and Pope Pius IX, and the 
proposed canonisation of Pope Pius XII; the denial of access to the Vatican archives from the 
Second World War. These key events will be analysed to determine the responses of the 
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Australian Jewish community and the Catholic leadership to these developments, where there 
was progress, but also setbacks, especially from the Jewish community’s point of view.  
 
Introduction 
 
 
Pope John Paul II was inaugurated as Pope on the 16 October 1978. He promoted the 
reception of the Vatican Council’s teaching by both the official leadership and the laity, 
ensuring that awareness of these became more widespread than the limited circle of 
theologians who study papal documents.402 In this way, he was able to expand and clarify 
much of the Council’s teachings, particularly those relating to Nostra Aetate. Through 
gestures of interreligious dialogue around the globe that drew wide media attention, the Pope 
placed Nostra Aetate and its new teachings about the Church’s relationship with other 
religions into the public arena.  
Avery Dulles makes clear that Pope John Paul II made no doctrinal moves that 
definitively went beyond the teachings of Nostra Aetate. Rather, he gave an interpretation 
that was original in its emphasis by insisting on the ‘universal economy of the Spirit of God,’ 
at work throughout the world and within all religious traditions.403 Jacques Dupuis also 
emphasises Pope John Paul II’s Spirit-centred approach to interreligious dialogue. He cites 
from the pope’s first encyclical letter, Redemptor Hominis, the Redeemer of Man (1979): “In 
the firm belief of non-Christians there is the effect of the Spirit of truth.”404 For Dupuis, this 
indicated the Pope’s recognition of the Spirit of God moving beyond the Church, and at the 
root of all that is good and worthwhile within other religious traditions,405 echoing the Nostra 
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Aetate affirmation that other religious traditions can “reflect a ray of that Truth which 
enlightens all men.”406 In regards to his encyclical on the Holy Spirit, Dominum et 
Vivificantem (1986), Dupuis highlights the Pope’s declaration of the universal activity of the 
Spirit in the world before the birth of Christianity, and thus that the Spirit moved through 
other religious traditions that appeared in the world before Christ, especially in the Jewish 
Covenant.407 Such declarations from Pope John Paul II indicate his special appreciation of 
Judaism, understanding this tradition to be Spirit-filled.  
 
Polish origins 
 
 
The Pope was born as Karol Wojtyla on 18 May 1920, in Wadowice, Poland. Having 
grown up with numerous Jewish friends, and then enduring the Nazi occupation of Poland, 
Pope John Paul II had been personally affected by the devastation of the Shoah, which shaped 
his later relationship with the Jewish people and the State of Israel.408 Stories have emerged 
of the young seminarian defending individual Jews during the war. Sister Zofia Zarnecka, a 
university colleague, recalled his protection of Jewish friend Anka Weber - "He often 
escorted her down the street and fended off the bigots who called themselves, 'All-Poland 
Youth.'"409 Edith Schiere, a Jewish woman from Wadowice, survived Auschwitz and met 
Karol Wojtyla after her liberation from the concentration camp. The then seminarian assisted 
her with food and drink and carried her to a train station. When Wojtyla became Priest, and 
then Bishop, he was invited to participate in the Second Vatican Council in 1964. When the 
bishops were discussing Nostra Aetate, there was fierce debate surrounding whether the Jews 
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were guilty of Christ's murder and what the document should state about this. It is alleged 
that Bishop Wojtyla spoke of the Church's responsibility to change its relations with the Jews. 
When made a Cardinal in 1968, he exhibited his concern for Catholic-Jewish relations by 
visiting a synagogue in the Jewish District of Krakow,410 foreshadowing his monumental 
visit to the Synagogue in Rome after his appointment as Pope.  
At the age of 58, Karol Wojtyla became Pope John Paul II. His previous life 
experiences in Poland clearly shaped his policies during his Papacy, particularly in the way 
he spoke and acted regarding the Church’s relationship with Jews and Judaism. In fact, very 
early on in his papacy (1979), the Pope made an official visit to Auschwitz, where he stated: 
 
Can it still be a surprise to anyone that the Pope born and brought up in this land, the 
Pope who came to the see of Saint Peter from the diocese in whose territory is 
situated the camp of Auschwitz, should have begun his first Encyclical with the 
words "Redemptor Hominis" and should have dedicated it as a whole to the cause of 
man, to the dignity of man, to the threats to him, and finally to his inalienable rights 
that can so easily be trampled on and annihilated by his fellowmen?411  
 
 
Despite these experiences, there were some controversies and inconsistencies 
regarding Catholic-Jewish relations during his papacy. While Pope John Paul II’s papacy 
exemplified an unprecedented attempt to improve Catholic-Jewish relations, there were some 
ambiguities in his statements and actions. For example, the Pope made various statements 
referring to the State of Israel for several years, but from 1979 to 1993 did not officially 
recognise the State. During this period, he also met with members of the PLO, causing 
dismay amongst Jewish and Israeli leaders. Despite this, other actions of the Pope, such as his 
establishment of diplomatic relations with Israel in 1993, and pilgrimage to Israel in 2000, 
demonstrated his attempt to understand the Jewish connection to the Land of Israel. 
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Early Papacy 
 
Very early on in his Papacy, on the 12 March 1979, the Catholic Advocate of 
Melbourne Archdiocese reported that the Pope met with representatives of world Judaism and 
the Commission for Religious Relations with the Jews.412  The article stated that the Pope 
pledged to continue cooperation and understanding and commented on the potential of this 
meeting, with the Pope: 
 
To renew and give a fresh impulse to the dialogue which for the past years you 
[Jewish leaders] have had with authorized representatives of the Catholic Church. 
This is indeed, therefore, an important moment in the history of our relations… I am 
happy to have the occasion to say a word on this subject myself.413  
 
The article, entitled “Pope for Jewish Rights,” establishes with its readers the newly 
appointed Pope’s mission to improve relationships with the Jewish people. Although, at the 
same time, the new Pope reiterated on numerous occasions the previous papal advocacy for 
the internationalisation of Jerusalem. He addressed the United Nations General Assembly in 
October 1979, calling for a special internationally guaranteed statue defining the status of 
Jerusalem. In his address, he recognised Jerusalem as a crucial religious symbol for Jews, 
Christians and Muslims and called for an end to the Middle East conflict. 414  Additionally, 
the Pope met with American President Jimmy Carter on 21 June 1980 and reiterated: 
 
The question of Jerusalem, which during these days attracts the attention of the world 
in a special way, is pivotal to a just peace in those parts of the world, since this Holy 
City embodies interests and aspirations that are shared by different peoples in 
different ways. It is my hope that a common monotheistic tradition of faith will help 
to promote harmony among all those who call upon God415  
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Echoing this, in June 1980 the Vatican daily, L’Osservatore Romano, also called for the 
internationalisation of Jerusalem, arguing that: 
 
The history and contemporary reality of Jerusalem present a unique case of a city that 
is in itself deeply united by nature but is at the same time characterised by a closely 
intertwined religious plurality… Preservation of the treasures of the significance of 
Jerusalem requires that this plurality be recognised and safeguarded in a stable, 
concrete manner and therefore, publicly and juridically, so as to ensure for all three 
religions a level of parity without any of them feeling subordinate with regard to the 
others.416  
 
 
Furthermore, the statement said that Jerusalem should not only provide free access for all to 
the Holy Sites, but that there were six other principles which should be met. These were: that 
the sacred heritage and character of Jerusalem, as agreed by all three monotheistic traditions, 
be preserved by appropriate religious measures; that religious freedom be safeguarded for all 
three monotheistic traditions; that the rights held by various communities over shrines, 
centres for spirituality and learning, and welfare be protected; that each community be 
allowed to continue developing religious, educational and social activities; that the above 
should see equal treatment for all religious traditions; and that this should be overseen by a 
juridical safeguard, that does not overrepresent any of the parties involved. The Vatican 
statement hence called for an international juridical structure, rejecting any local or regional 
solution because of “the very universalism of the three great monotheistic religions.”417 
Although the Church’s historical call for the internationalisation of Jerusalem and concern 
with the status of Christians in the Holy Land remained a part of Pope John Paul II’s policy, 
the Pope sought to recognise the religious sacredness of the land for all three monotheistic 
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traditions and was specifically to show his support for the Jewish affinity with the Land of 
Israel in a number of other ways. 
 
Meetings with Israeli and Palestinian Political Figures 
 
 
In the same year, the Pope showed his support for the Jewish affinity with the Land 
of Israel when he received Meir Mendes, the Minister-Counsellor for Vatican affairs, at the 
Israeli embassy in Rome, in a private audience, marking “14 years of effective and discreet 
efforts by Mr Mendes to “build bridges” between Israel and the Vatican.”418 Also that year, 
the Pope gave a homily at Oronto, Italy on 5 October, in which he explained that it was 
understandable, after the horrific experience of the Shoah, that the Jewish people had 
established their own homeland. He further stated that although the establishment of the State 
of Israel was an action that had precipitated the “painful condition” of the Palestinians, the 
Pope hoped for dialogue amongst Muslims, Christians and Jews, with Jerusalem as their 
“common hearth.”419 Hence, it can be seen in the initial years of his papacy that, whilst 
following the previous papal line supporting the internationalisation of Jerusalem, the Pope 
also recognised the significance of Israel for the Jewish people, and their right to a national 
homeland in Israel as a safe haven, especially following the devastation of the Holocaust. 
Paralleling his meeting with Meir Mendes, in 1982 the Pope also had a private 
audience with Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO) Leader Yasser Arafat, after he was 
forced to leave Lebanon with other members of the PLO during the first Lebanon War with 
Israel in 1982. Subsequently, the Vatican Secretary of State, Cardinal Agostino Casaroli, met 
with Farouk Kadoumi, who was a senior representative of the PLO. The worldwide Jewish 
community were shocked, and in Australia, these meetings were strongly criticised by leaders 
                                                             
418 “Israel Envoy at Vatican,” The Australian Jewish Times, 9 October 1980, as found in Executive Council of 
Australian Jewry Collection, Australian Judaica Archives, the University of Sydney, Australia. 
419 Michael F. Perko, "Toward A Sound And Lasting Basis: Relations Between the Holy See, The Zionist 
Movement and Israel, 1896 - 1996,” Israel Studies 2 (1997): 13-14. 
132 
 
of the Australian Jewish community. Editor of the Australian Jewish News, Susan Bures, 
stated that “this enigmatic meeting, allied with the Vatican’s continued refusal to recognise 
the State of Israel, shocked Jews and many Christians all over the world.”420 The Executive 
Council of Australian Jewry (ECAJ) wrote a letter expressing their concerns to the Roman 
Catholic Apostolic Nuncio, Luigi Barbarito, in Canberra. The ECAJ stated in the letter that 
they felt that these meetings exemplified Vatican recognition “to the head of an avowedly 
terrorist organisation pledged, in essence, to the destruction of two-member states of the 
United Nations, Israel and Jordan.”421 Their letter continued to refer to the Lebanon War of 
1982, in which Israel invaded Lebanon to counter the military challenge presented by 
Palestinian guerrillas based in Lebanon.  
There is significant historical controversy about the conduct of Israel during the 1982 
invasion, with strong criticism levelled at the actions of the Israeli Defence Forces in 
Lebanon. Even Israeli soldiers, officers and members of the high command, were critical of 
their own army’s actions. Public opposition peaked following the massacres in the Sabra and 
Shatila camps, leading to hundreds of thousands of Israelis demonstrating against the 
government.422 Responding to the global media outcry, in Australia the ECAJ wanted to 
make clear that the PLO, besides having anti-Israel policies, were solely responsible for 
destabilising Lebanon, resulting in the loss of many lives, as well as the atrocities committed 
against the Christian community. They believed that it was only in the aftermath of the Israeli 
invasion of Southern Lebanon and their dismantlement of the base for PLO attacks, that 
Lebanon could rebuild an effective central government and rid the territory of foreign 
intruders. Yet, in the wake of the brutal massacres by Christian militia of innocent civilians, 
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the ECAJ stated that the world now attempts “to put the blame of these frightful killings on 
shoulders other than the real perpetrators.”423 Hence, the ECAJ expressed their “sadness” and 
“disappointment” that the Holy See had given support to the PLO, stating that a rejection of 
the evil and destruction in the charter of the PLO does not diminish concerns for the plight of 
the Palestinian people.424 Speaking as the public relations officer of the New South Wales 
Jewish Board of Deputies, Jeremy Jones stressed that: 
 
Most Jews, and indeed many people who have any real understanding and 
appreciation of the Middle East and people of goodwill towards Israel, were shocked 
by the meeting and distressed because it seems to be so out of character of a move 
towards peace. For the Pope, with his own particular, strong record regarding Jewish 
rights, to meet with somebody who leads an organisation which has as its basic 
platform the destruction of the Jewish State in Israel, seems horrific. But it does seem 
to be out of character.425 
 
In contrast, there were mixed response amongst the Australian Catholic community 
towards the Pope’s meeting with Arafat. Gary Scarrabelotti, editor of the Catholic Weekly, 
stated that many of his colleagues were angered by the meeting, but conversely, that others 
felt it was the Pope’s prerogative to hear the other side of the story, noting that he had not 
officially recognised the PLO. Dr Byron of Sydney Archdiocese is quoted as questioning the 
right of Israel to exist because it was only created by a UN vote. Further, he stated that the 
rights of the Palestinians were ignored by Israel, stressing their suffering, particularly in the 
West Bank. He also saw the Pope’s meeting with Arafat as a “natural progression” from his 
meeting with the Chief Rabbi of the United Kingdom, Sir Immanuel Jakobovits, in 
Manchester.in 1982.426 Whilst the Jewish community in Australia were shocked by the 
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Pope’s meetings with PLO members, Australian Church responses were quite mixed, with 
some understanding Jewish concern, but others, such as Dr Byron, supporting the Pope’s 
move. In contrast, Dr Byron’s comments reflected elements of the “new antisemitism,” as he 
denied the right of Israel to exist as a State when discussing a seemingly unrelated topic.  
 
Unofficial Recognition of Israel 
  
 
In 1984 the Pope explicitly referred to the “State of Israel” and the right of the Jewish 
people to a secure homeland in Israel for the first time in a papal document, Redemptionis 
Anno. Again, the Pope emphasised the significance of Jerusalem to all the Abrahamic faiths, 
and went on to pray: 
 
For the Jewish people who live in the state of Israel and who preserve in that land 
such precious testimonies to their history and their faith, we must ask the desired 
security and the due tranquility that is the prerogative of every nation and condition of 
life and of progress every society.427  
 
With this statement, the Pope showed an understanding of the unique Jewish connection to 
the Land of Israel, but also recognised Palestinian history and their rights in the region: 
 
The Palestinian people who find their historical roots in that land and who for decades 
have been dispersed, have the natural right in justice to find once more a homeland 
and to be able to live in peace and tranquillity with the other peoples of the area.428  
 
 
Subsequently, the Pope met with Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres on 19 
February. The Vatican did not comment on what was discussed, but Australian Catholic 
publication The Advocate (Melbourne Catholic Archdiocese) reported on the event, quoting 
Peres as stating, 
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It was clear in our discussion that we must distinguish religious and political bonds in 
the question of Jerusalem… I spoke with him about a lot of issues. The Pope showed 
that he wants the peace and well-being of my country.429 
 
 
Despite the Vatican’s opposition to unilateral action on Jerusalem, Peres is reported to have 
told the Pope that “Jerusalem remains the unified capital of Israel.” 430 Peres said he did not 
ask the Pope to establish diplomatic relations with Israel but invited him to visit. The 
Advocate noted the significance of this meeting by commenting that the meeting between the 
Pope and Peres was the second time a Pope and Israeli Prime Minister had met; the first 
being between Golda Meir and Pope Paul VI in 1973.431 The Pope’s words and actions 
demonstrated an unofficial recognition of the State and whilst, from Israel’s point of view, 
this was a step in the right direction, official Vatican recognition was not to come for another 
ten years. 
 
Notes on the Correct Way to Present the Jews and Judaism in Preaching and Catechesis in 
the Roman Catholic Church 
 
 
Later that year, an additional set of guidelines on Nostra Aetate, called Notes on the 
correct way to present the Jews and Judaism in preaching and catechesis in the Roman 
Catholic Church was promulgated by the Commission for Religious Relations with the Jews. 
This was a very significant development in Catholic Jewish relations, demonstrating the 
Pope’s efforts to expand on Nostra Aetate by addressing the Land of Israel, which was 
highlighted in a specific paragraph:  
 
The history of (the community of) Israel did not end in 70 A.D. It continued, 
especially in a numerous Diaspora which allowed Israel to carry to the whole world 
the witness – often heroic – of its fidelity to the one God and to “exalt him in the 
presence of all the living” (Tobit 13:4), while preserving the memory of the land of 
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their forefathers at the heart of their hope (Passover Seder). Christians are invited to 
understand this religious attachment which finds its roots in biblical tradition, without 
however making their own any particular religious interpretation of this relationship. 
The existence of the State of Israel and its political options should be envisaged, not 
in a perspective which is in itself religious, but in their reference to the common 
principles of international law. The permanence of Israel (while so many ancient 
peoples have disappeared without trace) is a historic fact and a sign to be interpreted 
within God’s design. We must in any case rid ourselves of the traditional idea of 
people punished, preserved as a living argument for Christian apologetics. It remains 
a chosen people...432 
 
 
This paragraph shows a recognition of the political reality of the State of Israel, but an 
Australian Catholic scholar, Anthony Kenny, believed that the writers of the document did 
not make explicit what was meant by this instruction. He felt that it might be a particular 
warning to those Christians who apply fundamentalist biblical readings to the political reality 
of the Land of Israel.433  
Despite this, the Jewish leadership in Australia, and indeed worldwide, responded 
with strong criticism of the document because of its failure to confirm the religious 
significance of the Land of Israel to Jews, and its minimal reference to the Holocaust. 
Commenting on the release of the document, Isi Leibler, the then president of the ECAJ, 
stated that:  
 
I share in the worldwide sense of disappointment expressed throughout the Jewish 
community about the contents and tone of the new document… Regrettably, the latest 
Vatican document on the Jews seems to mark a regressive step from the Vatican’s 
pioneering statement on Catholic-Jewish relations released twenty years ago in 1963, 
‘Nostra Aetate,’ which was welcomed throughout the Jewish world. The new Vatican 
document’s statements on the Holocaust and on the significance of the re-
establishment of Israel for the Jews are so meagre as to be painful, even offensive, to 
the Jewish community. Despite the growth of the multi-cultural ideal during the last 
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two decades, the document appears not to accept or treat the Jewish people as equals, 
or with sufficient respect and understanding.434  
 
 
Positively though, Leibler stated:  
 
 
This document was written and released in Europe, and, happily, does not reflect the 
growing interfaith movement in Australia or the good relations and increasing efforts 
at mutual understanding between Jews and Christians of all denominations, which are 
developing in the country. Such events as the important degree of participation by 
Christian leaders in the last year’s Seminar on Anti-Semitism and Human Rights, and 
the recent foundation of the Council of Christians and Jews (Victoria, Australia), 
whose patrons include the Roman Catholic and Anglican archbishops of Melbourne, 
demonstrate that contact and understanding between Christians, including Roman 
Catholics, and Jews, are growing in Australia. It is regrettable that the Vatican’s latest 
document does not reflect this.435 
 
 
So, whilst the document was a positive development, for the Jewish community in Australia 
(and worldwide) it did not appear to go far enough in its discussion of the Holocaust and the 
State of Israel. In spite of this, Jewish leaders in Australia felt that interfaith actions on the 
ground in Australia displayed a more progressive understanding of the importance of these 
issues for the Jewish community. 
 
Rome Synagogue Visit 
 
 
A significant moment that reflected Pope John Paul II’s application of the teachings of Nostra 
Aetate, was his visit to the Synagogue of Rome on 13 April 1986. The image of the Pope and 
Chief Rabbi Elio Toaff embracing in front of the synagogue “was an epochal event, of great 
symbolic power and emblematic force as well as substantive importance.”436 The Advocate 
(Melbourne Catholic Arch-diocese) praised the event as “the first time a Pope had visited a 
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synagogue since biblical times” 437 and stated that in the synagogue the Pope stated, “I thank 
Divine Providence because I was given the task of visiting our ‘elder brothers’ in the faith of 
Abraham in their Rome synagogue... Blessed be the God of our fathers, the God of peace.”438 
In an interview conducted with Sergio Della Pergola, the son-in-law of Chief Rabbi Elio 
Toaff, he stated his belief that the Pope’s reference to Jews as “our elder brothers” 
demonstrated the Pope’s belief about the intrinsic relationship between the Church and 
Judaism, and further, that the Pope was insinuating to Jews that, “in a sense, you are not 
extrinsic to the Church, in a sense you are a part of us.”439 Della Pergola revealed that Chief 
Rabbi Toaff had sought the approval of the Chief Rabbis of Israel before the visit went ahead 
and that he had received unanimous approval to do so. Hence, Della Pergola believed the 
visit was of great significance: “in terms of closing certain gaps, this has been a fundamental 
step in history.”440 He went on to explain the friendship that developed between the Pope and 
the Rabbi following this meeting, using the examples of Chief Rabbi Toaff visiting the Pope 
in his bedroom when he sustained a hip injury, and also the fact that the rabbi was one of only 
three people specifically named in the Pope’s final testament, being named alongside the 
Pope’s secretary and the Pope’s predecessor, Pope Paul VI. 441 Thus, the Pope’s visit to the 
Rome Synagogue was not a one-off token gesture but marked the beginning of a friendship 
between himself and Chief Rabbi. His visit to the Synagogue was widely publicised, and this 
action spoke loudly to the masses of the Pope’s view of the importance of acknowledging, 
celebrating and further develop the special relationship of the Church with Jews and Judaism, 
“our elder brothers.” 
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Visit to Sydney, Australia 
 
 
Another significant event was the Pope’s visit to Australia in November 1986. During 
his visit, a delegation of Jews met with the Pope in St Mary's Cathedral Presbytery.442 Jeremy 
Jones states that when the Vatican asked the Australian Jewish leaders for a meeting with the 
Pope, responses were mixed, with many fearing a repeat of past historical meetings with the 
Church that were marked by the theology of Supersessionism: 
 
The attitude of the Jewish community was very divided, because the experience of 
people at the time, for most of them, was of the Supersessionist Catholic Church, 
which had made encounters with Jews all about explaining why they were wrong 
religiously. The Vatican at that stage had never identified antisemitism as a sin, and 
there were no diplomatic relations with Israel. So, it became a question of ‘do we 
meet’? ‘Do we accept the invitation?’, which might sound crazy now…  but we had 
discussions with holocaust survivors who had particular memories of churches… and 
the very hostile views of Jews preached in churches was part of their negative 
experience. By the narrowest vote I have ever seen in any decision at a leadership 
level of the community, their decision was to have the meeting.443 
 
 
The meeting between the Pope and Jewish delegates was organised by Monsignor 
Brian Walsh (also the Papal Tour organiser), who had the idea before the Pope’s Rome 
Synagogue visit. He personally had been involved in Catholic-Jewish relations for many 
years.444 The Pope began his speech to the Jewish delegation by saying that "both Jews and 
Christians were the children of Abraham,”445 and he praised God that this meeting was taking 
place. This was reminiscent of his comment at the Rome synagogue, where he called Jews 
“our elder brothers,” expressing his sense of the special familial bond between Christianity 
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and Judaism. The Holy Father said he was glad to learn that the Australian Jewish 
experience, "though not without its measure of sorrow, prejudice and discrimination", had 
included greater "civil and religious freedom" than was to be found in much of the old world, 
applauding Australian initiatives in interfaith dialogue. Yet, he also said, "at the same time, 
this is still the century of the Shoah, the inhuman and ruthless attempt to exterminate 
European Jewry; and I know that Australia has given asylum and a new home to thousands of 
refugees and survivors from that ghastly series of events,"446 hinting that for Australia, 
interfaith discussion around the Holocaust was particularly imperative.  The Pope went on to 
cite the second Vatican Council declaration, Nostra Aetate, and further validated the unique 
relationship between Christians and Jews by stating that, for him personally, "it will continue 
to be an explicit and very important part of my mission to repeat and emphasise that our 
attitude to the Jewish religion should be one of the greatest respect, since the Catholic faith is 
rooted in the eternal truths contained in the Hebrew scriptures..."447 Of great significance was 
the Pope’s declaration, for the first time in history,448 that Christian antisemitism was a sin: 
“No valid theological justification could ever be found for acts of discrimination or 
persecution against Jews. In fact, such acts must be held to be sinful.”449 
Leslie Caplan, the then President of the ECAJ, responded to the Pope, referring to the 
Pope's recent visit to the Rome synagogue, and to the words the Pope had spoken at 
Auschwitz about the evils of the Holocaust. He also noted the Pope's Easter 1984 apostolic 
letter which had referred, for the first time, to the Jewish rights in Israel. Caplan then 
delivered a plea to the Vatican for their recognition of the State of Israel, stressing: 
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…the Christian understanding of the drama and history that has led in our day to the 
miraculous re-establishment of the covenant binding the people of Israel is the 
touchstone of the future relationship between the Jewish people and the church. We 
look forward to the Church’s formal recognition of this reality.450  
 
 
At the end of the meeting, the Pope met more informally with his guests. He used several 
Hebrew phrases, including the words of the traditional priestly blessing, "yevarechecha 
Adonai veyishmerecha"451 (the Lord bless thee and keep thee).  
Religious Affairs commentator for the Catholic Weekly, Alan Gill, reported that 
Caplan’s reference to the Vatican’s lack of recognition of Israel resulted in a “heated 
response” and was considered "cheeky" in some Australian Catholic quarters.452 In fact, 
Caplan had submitted his speech before its delivery and “at least one very high ranking 
bishop was horrified” and alternatives were suggested that had apparently led Caplan to 
revise his wording.453 This indicates that some Catholics did not comprehend that for Jewish 
leaders in Australia, Caplan’s request was vital. Jeremy Jones commented, “We thought, we 
can’t have an honest meeting with the Pope without bringing up something that was a big 
concern to us.”454  However, the Pope himself made no reference to the State.  
Rabbi Raymond Apple explained that the meeting between the Pope and Jewish 
community leaders was significant because it actually happened, reflecting the efforts of the 
Church in Australia, as elsewhere, to repudiate antisemitism and build up relations. Yet:  
 
There remains a major bone of contention – the strange Vatican attitude to Israel. At 
yesterday’s meeting between Jewish leaders and the Pope the word ‘Israel’ did not 
occur once in the Pope’s carefully prepared statement… there was not a word about 
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the historic Jewish attachment to the Holy Land and the almost messianic sense of 
fulfilment that Jews everywhere feel to see biblical prophecy come true.455  
 
 
Rabbi Apple suggested: 
 
 
It may be that the Church viewed with some uneasiness the idea of Jews being 
restored to Israel. The theory that Jews were destined, as a mark of divine 
disapproval, to go forever wandering until they accepted Jesus, seemed to be 
dislocated by the facts of history which saw modern Jewry very much alive, finally 
coming back and rebuilding the holy land in literal fulfilment of biblical prophecy.456 
 
 
Despite this, Rabbi Apple acknowledged that there had been several statements previously 
made by Pope John Paul II that did include references to the “State of Israel,” including a 
recent greeting on his Australian tour given to the Ambassador of Israel in Canberra, for the 
government and people of Israel, showing that he did unofficially acknowledge its existence. 
Yet, “what is wanting is the coup de grace.” 457 At the same time, Rabbi Apple felt that Rome 
or Jerusalem would be far more suitable a place for this to occur than in Sydney: “The 
official rapprochement between Rome and Jerusalem would truly be the Pope’s longest 
journey and dramatically encourage the coming of peace.”458  
 
Likewise, Jeremy Jones stated: 
 
 
There have been many statements from the Holy See recognising the existence of 
Israel. In fact, Pope John Paul II was one of the first world leaders to commend the 
Camp David accords between Israel and Egypt. The Pope stated in 1984 that he 
believed that the Jewish people had a right to security within the land. What the 
Vatican hasn’t done is establish formal diplomatic relations. It hasn’t sent 
ambassadors from the Holy See to Jerusalem and vice versa, and the reason is 
understood by most authorities on the subject to be because of what the Vatican 
perceives as global political considerations…. I am relatively optimistic and I think 
this is something which shall come with time, but it is something which is being 
worked towards at the moment... this Pope is somebody who has shown himself to be 
                                                             
455 Rabbi Raymond Apple, “A Plea to the Pope,” The Sydney Morning Herald, 27 November 1986, as found in 
The Executive Council of Australian Jewry Collection, Australian Judaica Archives, the University of Sydney, 
Australia. 
456 Rabbi Raymond Apple, “A Plea to the Pope.”  
457 Ibid. 
458 Ibid.  
143 
 
an extremely sensitive person when it comes to understanding Jews, when it comes to 
understanding Jewish history, and when it comes to understanding the relationship 
between the Jews and the Jewish religion and Israel. He knows a lot about the Jewish 
religion.459 
 
 
Jones’ prediction of the Pope’s recognition of the State of Israel was to come true, but only 
after the political situation between Israel and the Palestinians had changed in 1993. 
The Pope’s meeting with members of the Australian Jewish community provided an 
important opportunity for the community to personally raise with the Pope the issue of the 
Jewish connection with the Land of the Israel, and to encourage the Pope to understand and 
acknowledge this link. Although, it would seem that some in the Catholic community could 
not understand the importance of this for Jews and Judaism, highlighting an area of interfaith 
dialogue in Australia that was lacking. However, members of the Jewish community 
pondered whether this lack of recognition was a simple misunderstanding, or because of 
specific political considerations, or perhaps even theological ones, possibly indicating a 
lingering Supersessionist Theology that still struggled with the ‘wandering Jew’ returning to 
their homeland. 
 
The Carmelite Convent 
 
In 1987, a significant set-back in the positively evolving Catholic-Jewish relations 
occurred when a Carmelite Convent was planned to be constructed on the site of Auschwitz. 
With the approval of Cardinal Macharski of Krakow, the Convent was to be established in the 
Old Theatre on the grounds of Auschwitz that had been used to store possessions taken from 
victims, as well as Zyklon-B cannisters used in the gas chambers.460 The global Jewish 
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community stated at the Eighth Plenary Assembly of the World Council of Jews that the 
Convent “would create profound anguish, misunderstanding and resentment for the Jewish 
people”461 and they called upon the Catholic community to join them in their opposition to its 
construction. The Australian Jewish community were also vocal in their condemnation of the 
Convent. The President of the ECAJ, Leslie Caplan, contacted the newly appointed Apostolic 
Pro-Nuncio to Australia, Archbishop Franco Brambilla, and outlined the Australia Jewish 
community’s concerns. The Archbishop’s response was of concern, in that he could not 
fathom how a Carmelite convent in Auschwitz could be offensive to the Jewish people:  
On the contrary, I would maintain that the present controversy and arguments about 
the establishment of the Convent, forty years after the liberation of the extermination 
camp, do not serve the purpose of worthily commemorating the victims of 
Auschwitz-Birkenau.462  
  
In contrast, when the Carmelite Order in Australia were contacted by Caplan, a 
representative, Father Ken Petersen, replied, “I agree with you that any project that will help 
to deepen an already terrible wound is to be deplored, no matter how well intentioned”463 and 
that he had forwarded Caplan’s letter to Rome.  The Australian Sisters of Sion, whose 
charism involves a commitment to the Jewish people, also condemned the proposal, and 
Sister Rosalie Hanley also contacted the Australian Carmelites to explain why the 
construction was inappropriate.464 Hence Australian Catholic responses to Jewish anguish 
were mixed. Apostolic Pro-Nuncio to Australia, Archbishop Franco Brambilla, in his 
response showed no signs of understanding the Jewish concern about Christian complicity in 
the Holocaust, although this followed the official Vatican stance, which also had not 
acknowledged any guilt. Yet, others understood and were deeply concerned by the convent’s 
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construction, perhaps reflecting a more effective Catholic-Jewish dialogue occurring at a 
grassroots level in Australia.  
In February 1987, an international interfaith commission, with the Church leaders of 
France, Belgium and Poland in attendance, decided to remove the Auschwitz convent and 
instead set up an information centre and meeting place for prayer outside the camp’s 
boundaries, that could help to counter Holocaust denial and revisions. The Australian Jewish 
community welcomed this decision, with Caplan commenting:  
 
It is a matter of considerable satisfaction that the Catholic Church should have been 
persuaded to move from a position of being totally unable to understand the Jewish 
position on this issue to the final result in which they agreed to move the location of 
the Carmelite Convent.465  
 
However, in 1989, with the backing of Poland’s Roman Catholic primate, Cardinal 
Jozef Glemp, it was announced that the Carmelite Convent would not be moved. Again, the 
Australian Jewish community voiced its concern and anguish. During the visit of Israel 
Singer, the World Jewish Council’s Secretary General, Jewish representatives met with 
Cardinal Clancy in Sydney to discuss this issue “in a very frank and open manner.”466 Yet, it 
was not until 1993 that Pope John Paul II finally ordered the removal of the convent. This 
whole ordeal caused considerable strain in Catholic-Jewish relations and elicited criticism 
from both Jews and Catholics within Australia. Australian Cardinal Cassidy recognised the 
detrimental impact the whole affair had had on Catholic-Jewish relations both worldwide and 
within Australia:  
…our relations were at an extremely low level. One could well speak of crisis. The 
International Catholic – Jewish Liaison Committee was unable to meet, and much of 
the good work done in previous years was threatened, mainly as a result of the 
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presence of a Carmelite convent on the limits of Auschwitz and the failure of attempts 
to overcome this problem.467 
 
It is not clear why the Pope took so long to intervene in the Carmelite Convent 
Controversy, given the rift in Catholic-Jewish relations it had created. The incident had 
created another setback in Catholic-Jewish relations, but, in Australia, bishops were working 
behind the scenes to produce a document that aimed at repairing, celebrating and further 
advancing Catholic-Jewish relations within the country.  
The Australian Guidelines for Catholic Jewish Relations (Guidelines) 
 
 
In 1992, as a “logical succession” from the Vatican documents Nostra Aetate (1964), 
Guidelines and Suggestions for Implementing the Conciliar Declaration Nostra Aetate (1974) 
and Notes on the Correct Way to Present the Jews and Judaism in Preaching and Catechesis 
in the Roman Catholic Church (1985), the Australian Catholic Bishop’s Conference (ACBC) 
launched the Australian Guidelines for Catholic Jewish Relations (Guidelines). Bishop Bede 
Vincent Heather, in his foreword to Guidelines, noted the significance of Pope John Paul II’s 
meeting with members of the Australian Jewish community during his visit to Australia in 
1986 for the development of this document.468 He also listed seven other factors that had led 
the ACBC to develop this document. These factors were: recent racist attacks in Australia, 
especially during the first Gulf War (1990-1991);469 developments in interfaith dialogue 
arising from the increasing multicultural and multi-faith features of society; a rise in 
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Holocaust denial that affected Holocaust survivors in Australia; Jewish concerns about 
increasing Christian evangelisation; fundamentalist biblical readings that denied the 
Jewishness of the text; the formation of the Councils of Christians and Jews in Australia, 
which had developed as a result of Nostra Aetate; and the close and unique ties between 
Judaism and Christianity. The ACBC explained how Guidelines aimed to put the teachings of 
Nostra Aetate into a concrete framework for action for the Australian Catholic community 
and that their formation was aided by the Vatican documents Guidelines and Notes, as well as 
the prime example of Pope John Paul II and his relationship with Jews and Judaism,470 
showing the direct impact the Pope’s actions had had on the Australian Catholic leadership. 
The Guidelines provided a detailed outline of activities to achieve this, including academic 
conversations, the examination of schoolbooks, and the introduction of a specific day to 
commemorate and further explore Nostra Aetate,471 which would ensure that the teachings 
and actions of the Pope regarding Jews and Judaism could be understood by the laity. 
Guidelines also specifically acknowledged the Jewish religious attachment to the 
State of Israel, and in doing so, officially acknowledged the State before the Vatican had. The 
document stated:  
 
Notes reminded us of the permanence of Israel as an historical fact and of the 
'religious attachment' of Jews to the land of their ancestors and of the establishment of 
the State of Israel according to international law.472 
 
 
 Furthermore,  
 
A central principle underlies all the above, namely that Christians must strive to learn 
by what essential traits Jews define themselves in the light of their own religious 
experience. (Guidelines: Introduction). Topics such as the Nazi attempt to annihilate 
the Jews and the rebirth of the State of Israel will obviously come up for discussion 
under this principle. With regard to the latter, Catholics should make an honest effort 
to "understand the link between the land and the people which Jews have expressed in 
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their writings and worship throughout two millennia" (National Conference of 
Catholic Bishops USA, 1977).473  
 
The Australian Jewish community responded very positively to the Guidelines. Rabbi 
Apple called the document “a landmark in interreligious history” and “the most progressive 
of its kind anywhere in the world,”474 and Jeremy Jones stated that they “put the Catholic 
Church in the forefront of Christian-Jewish dialogue here.”475 In the ECAJ Annual Report of 
1992, the president Leslie Caplan applauded the document and the ongoing efforts of the 
Church to improve Catholic-Jewish relations since the launch of Nostra Aetate.  He was 
particularly pleased that the Guidelines had recognised the connection of the Jewish people to 
the Land of Israel and hoped that full diplomatic relations would soon be established between 
Israel and the Vatican.476 He concluded by referring to the Jewish community’s meeting with 
Pope John Paul II in 1986, commending the Pope’s speech, “His holiness frankly recognised 
that there are fundamental differences between us in our religious beliefs and practices. I 
understood that he thought that a loving and close relationship should be built in recognition 
and respect for those differences.”477  
On the other hand, in her study of the document, Rebecca Lacey highlighted as 
problematic the wording in General Principle 9: 
 
A central principle underlies all the above, namely that "Christians must strive to 
learn by what essential traits Jews define themselves in the light of their own religious 
experience". (Guidelines: Introduction). Topics such as the Nazi attempt to annihilate 
the Jews and the rebirth of the State of Israel will obviously come up for discussion 
under this principle. With regard to the latter, Catholics should make an honest effort 
"to understand the link between the land and the people which Jews have expressed in 
their writings and worship throughout two millennia." (National Conference of 
Catholic Bishops U.S.A., 1977).478 
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The encouragement to “make an honest effort,” along with Bishop Heather’s comments at the 
launch of the guidelines, where he referred to “that mythology which is attached the state of 
Israel in the Jewish mind,” Lacey states were seen as problematic by the Jewish community, 
although she does not explicitly state why.479 It could be inferred that such wording still 
leaves room for doubt about the Church’s genuine recognition of the Jewish religious 
attachment to the land. 
Yet, Jewish voices in Australia were mostly supportive of the document and 
Guidelines provided a prime example of how the leadership of the Australian Catholic 
Church in Australia were beginning to follow the precedent set by Pope John Paul II and the 
Church’s renewed relationship with Jews and Judaism. Particularly impressive was the 
ACBC’s affirmation of the Jewish people’s religious connection to the Land of Israel, 
preceding the Vatican’s own official establishment of diplomatic relations with the State.  
 
The Fundamental Agreement 
 
 
For several years, members of the Jewish community had commented on the seeming 
ambiguity of Pope John Paul II towards Israel, as had Catholics involved in Catholic-Jewish 
dialogue. Australian Catholic theologian, Anthony Kenny, wrote a book in the early 1990s 
entitled The Catholic Jewish Dialogue and the State of Israel, in which he traced the history 
of official Catholic teaching about the State of Israel, from the time of the Second Vatican 
Council, into the early 1990s. Within his book, he made a strong plea to the Vatican to 
recognise the State of Israel. He concluded by asserting that there were no theological 
problems that could prevent the Vatican from recognising the State of Israel, but also that a 
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recognition of the State of Israel should not stop the Church from continuing to dialogue with 
Jews about the theological significance of the Land of Israel. He also highlighted the 
Church’s “failure to respond to Jewish existential insecurity which is associated with the 
continuing safety and security of the State of Israel. This is the case even in situations where 
Israel is thrust immediately to the attention of Church leadership.”480  
From the Australian Jewish community, in mid-1993 Rabbi Raymond Apple also 
queried the Church’s failure to recognise the State of Israel, commenting,  
 
There is clearly a policy of cordiality and conciliation towards Jews and Judaism, 
though it seems to be applied ambivalently. The Pope visits the synagogue in Rome 
and calls us elder brothers but he also speaks of "the sin committed by the people of 
Israel who refused Jesus." He speaks about Israel (in Australia he asked the then 
Israeli ambassador to give his greetings to "the government and people of Israel") but 
has so far still not officially recognised the Jewish state. Catholics active in interfaith 
dialogue have repeatedly assured us that there is no theological animus towards Israel, 
and the Pope himself has said, rather more guardedly, that what is at issue is political 
considerations. But the issue seems to be in the process of solving itself and it is said 
that the Pope may visit Israel in the near future.481  
 
 
Both Catholic and Jewish voices of dissent must have been heard by the Pope, and 
only months after both Kenny and Rabbi Apple’s comments, on 30 December 1993, Pope 
John Paul II oversaw the signing of the Fundamental Agreement between the Holy See and 
the State of Israel. The Agreement was signed at the Vatican’s Foreign Ministry Office with 
the Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs, Monsignor Claudio Celli, signing for the Vatican, and 
Israel Deputy Foreign Minister Yossi Beilin signing for Israel.482 
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The Fundamental Agreement, political in nature, guarantees the Church its freedom 
and legal security in Israel, but also shows an official acknowledgement of the State of Israel 
by the Holy See. There are also theological implications arising from the Agreement, evident 
in the preamble that acknowledges, “the unique nature of the relationship between the 
Catholic Church and the Jewish people, and of the historic process of reconciliation and 
growth in mutual understanding and friendship,”483 and that “in several sections, both parties 
affirm their commitment to freedom of religion and conscience, combating anti-Semitism and 
racism, and promoting peace.”484 The Agreement also thus implicitly signifies a revocation of 
the Supersessionist image of the “Wandering Jew.” It also indicates that the Pope had 
broadened Vatican policy towards Israel from a concern with its own rights and peoples in 
the Holy Land, to the plight of all peoples in the region, particularly concerned with justice 
and human rights. Relations between the Holy See and Israel are still evolving, as a 
“Permanent Working Commission” is still engaged in negotiations over issues such as 
property and fiscal considerations, as well as legal ones, all involving both theological and 
political dimensions.485  
Jewish voices in Australia praised the Agreement, with Isi Leibler, the ECAJ 
President, calling it “a major diplomatic breakthrough for Israel… it will contribute to the 
development of improved Jewish-Catholic relations in Australia as it will throughout the 
world.”486  Likewise, Rabbi Raymond Apple called the “historic” agreement an “exciting act 
of justice and responsibility which recognises Israel as a crucial element in Jewish self-
identity.”487 He further called the signing of the agreement a “logical outcome” of the 
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developments that had taken place in Catholic-Jewish relations since 1965, “long expected by 
both Catholics and Jews.” He believed that inter-religious dialogue would be advanced even 
further by the new agreement.488  
Catholic voices in Australia were mixed. Positively, Cardinal Cassidy saw the signing 
of the Accords as bringing to a close the first period of 30 years following the second Vatican 
Council. He affirmed Cardinal Bernardin’s statement: 
 
The Holy See’s action in formally recognising Israel through the Accords represents a 
final seal on the process begun at the second Vatican Council to rid Catholicism of all 
vestiges of “displacement theology” and the implied notion of perpetual Jewish 
homelessness. The accords represent the Catholic Church’s full and final 
acknowledgement of Jews as a people, not merely as individuals.489 
 
 
Likewise, the media spokesperson for the Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney, Fr Brian Lucas, 
said that in Sydney, the Catholic Church, 
 
Welcomed these new initiatives… The progress made towards the resolution of the 
concerns of the Palestinian people has gone a long way towards furthering peace in 
the Middle East… The Vatican, through diplomatic channels, will want to build on 
this progress to facilitate a just peace and a rightful recognition of religious liberty in 
a part of the world that is so significant to Christians, Jews, and Muslims alike.490  
 
 
Executive member of the Australian Council of Christians and Jews, and a Sister of Our Lady 
of Sion, Sister Shirley Sedawie, also spoke positively about the agreement, stressing that it 
was something she and many others had both worked and prayed for and she was “absolutely 
delighted” with the signing. She noted that “we have followed the progress right from the 
beginning with avid interest, particularly since our former superior-general and now 
provincial of the Mediterranean province, Sister Kay MacDonald, was one of those involved 
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in the Vatican delegation.” 491  She further commented that many Christians and Jews had 
sincerely hoped that the Church would formalise diplomatic relations with Israel – “it 
represents one way that the Church can now say how sorry she is for the unfortunate attitudes 
that prevailed against the Jews before World War II.” 492 Jeremy Jones stated that, “Virtually 
every serious Catholic who I met, said ‘about time’”, 493 although he noted that there were 
also some negative Catholic reactions in Australia:  
 
I am aware of some Catholic lay people, who could have been reflecting what priests 
were saying, who were saying that this was a bad sign; that the Vatican had been 
taken over by bad people who are doing the wrong thing by conceding to the evil 
Jews.494 
 
Further negative statements were made in a Catholic Weekly report, published days 
before the signing on 29 December. It stated that the agreement would not resolve “thorny 
Church-state problems so much as open the real debate.”495 The report further stated that the 
agreement “states the basic principles of religious freedom in civil society, leaving for later 
groups the task of negotiating their application in Israel and its territories.”496 Hence, while 
Australian Jews gladly welcomed the Agreement, it would seem that some Catholic voices 
were concerned over the practical implications of the Agreement, in particular alluding to an 
apprehension about the plight of Christians in the Holy Land and their “religious freedom,” 
which had been a Vatican concern for many years. Others conjured up age-old antisemitic 
portrayals of the “evil Jew,” revealing that not all Catholics in Australia had comprehended 
the changes introduced by the Second Vatican Council and Pope John Paul II regarding the 
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Church’s relationship with Jews and Judaism, revealing ongoing issues for Catholic-Jewish 
dialogue un Australia, despite what was occurring at a Vatican level. 
 
 
We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah 
 
 
In 1998, another key step was taken by the Vatican in repairing and building Catholic-
Jewish relations. Under the direction of Australian Cardinal Cassidy, the Vatican released a 
document called We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah. The document invites "all 
Christians to join us in meditation on the catastrophe which befell the Jewish people, and on 
the moral imperative to ensure that never again will selfishness and hatred grow to the point 
of sowing such suffering and death."497 It took 11 years to produce the document, with the 
Vatican commission taking up the task after Pope John Paul II’s request to do so in 1987, a 
year after he had met with the chief Rabbi of Rome, Elio Toaff, in Rome's Central 
synagogue. It was the third formal document prepared by this commission, following Nostra 
Aetate’s declaration in 1965.498 Although it acknowledges that individual Catholics 
committed some wrong, or even sinful, acts in support of antisemitism and Nazi persecution 
of Jews, it does not condemn the whole Church as being complicit in the Holocaust, even 
praising Pope Pius XII for saving many Jewish lives, despite the fact that the Pope has been 
criticised by many scholars for "remaining silent in the face of Nazi genocide."499  
Australian Jewish leaders welcomed this initiative as a positive step forward in Jewish 
– Catholic relations. Rabbi Philip Heilbrunn, President of the Association of Rabbis and 
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Ministers of Australia and New Zealand, commented that he welcomed the document as "a 
sincere and constructive attempt by the Catholic Church to reassess its historical relations 
with the Jewish people."500 But, at the same time, many Australian Jewish leaders expressed 
disappointment that the Vatican stopped short of apologising for failures by Church leaders 
during the Holocaust, despite the fact that bishops of several European countries were able to 
do so in previous months. The president of the ECAJ, Diane Shteinman, said that the 
document symbolised a move forward, but still did not go as far as she would have wanted: 
 
It does not go the full distance anticipated by the Jewish community. By placing 
blame for the Shoah on a Neo-Pagan Nazi regime, the Vatican has diverted any 
responsibility for the fate of the Jews. Although we welcome statements in the 
document, it does not compare favourably with previous statements from the French 
and German Catholic bishops’ conferences.501  
 
 
The B'nai B'rith Anti-Defamation League executive director Danny Ben–Moshe 
likewise saw some positives when viewing the document in its broader historical context with 
the “positive developments that have occurred in Jewish – Vatican relations in recent years, 
including the establishment of diplomatic relations between the Vatican and Israel.” 
However, he also agreed that the document fell short: “the onus remains on the Vatican to 
take further steps which adequately admit to the role played during the holocaust.”502 The 
president of the Australian and New Zealand Union for Progressive Judaism, Dr Philip Bliss, 
had similar criticisms of the document: 
 
Although it is good to see recognition from the Vatican of the great wrongs the Jews 
during the war, I am disappointed it did not take the opportunity to address the many 
stories concerning the Catholic Church as well. The French bishops were able to 
apologise for their silence – unlike the Vatican report, which seems a bit of a 
whitewash in this area.503  
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Rabbi Apple also critiqued the document: 
 
Is very significant for what it says and what it does not. It says clearly and honestly 
that Pope John Paul II and the Roman Catholic Church recognise the immense 
tragedy of the holocaust and urge Christian repentance for acts of omission and 
commission. The post-war decades have seen several seminal Roman Catholic 
contributions to rapprochement with Jews and Judaism, and the present Pope must be 
commended for his consistent concern that relations with the Jewish people should be 
healthy. However, the document is puzzling in important respects. It seems to 
whitewash Christianity without admitting that the centuries of negative Christian 
teaching about Jews created a climate in which the holocaust was possible. Second, it 
seems to ignore the enthusiastic ringing of church bells at Hitler's visits, the bishops 
and clergy who either applauded Nazism or lacked the moral courage to oppose it, the 
at best lukewarm attitude of Pope Pius XII towards the Jewish victims and the 
impression that his real sympathies were elsewhere.504  
 
 
The chairman of the Victorian Council of Christians and Jews, Justice William Kaye, 
is reported as regretting that the statement had come so late as many of the survivors who 
were owed this apology had since passed on, but he commented that, "still, it'll have the 
effect of giving comfort to those who are still alive."505 Likewise, the vice president of the 
New South Wales Council of Christians and Jews, Henry Mendelson, said while the report 
"may well claim to be a statement of regret the church actions during the holocaust, its 
limitations are an obvious slight to holocaust survivors."506  
Catholic responses to the document were mixed, with many defending the document 
in the face of Jewish criticism. In Australia, the President of the New South Wales Council of 
Christians and Jews, Father Bill Burt, thought the document was receiving too much Jewish 
criticism, neglecting the positive statements it had made: 
 
It is understandable that some feel the Church has not gone far enough, but the report 
is certainly a step in the right direction. The Church should be commended for the 
positive stance it has taken. It will be a shame if what is seen as possible omissions 
take away from the fact that the Pope has made such a positive statement.507  
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In response to criticisms, Cardinal Cassidy sought to clarify certain statements. He explained 
that the document’s use of the word “Church,” referred to the theological understanding of 
the mystical bride of Christ, which could not be blamed for the sins of the earthly members of 
the Church. References to “the sons and daughters of the church” was not meant to exempt 
Church leadership but included all members of the Church.508 
Michael Putney, a former member of the Bishops’ Committee for Ecumenical and 
Interfaith Relations in Australia, also attempted to address the criticisms by explaining that 
the document was an initial step, and not the end of the process, commenting that "the 
Catholic Church at all levels is trying to come to terms with its past failures, and to ask 
forgiveness for them." He believed that in Australia there was “a particular urgency to the 
self-questioning of Australian Catholics about the degree of guilt we must bear for this 
unbelievable tragedy,” 509   because of Australia’s high percentage of Holocaust survivors.  
In comparison, the founder of the Council of Christians and Jews in Victoria, Rev 
Prof Robert Anderson, assessed the Vatican statement "with alarm." He said "all the other 
churches in Western Europe have admitted their complicity in the holocaust. How the 
Catholic Church can be the odd one out, I don't know. The statement is very disappointing, 
and I greet it with alarm."510  
On the whole, Jewish voices in Australia saw it as positive that the document was 
attempting to rectify the historical relationship between Christians and Jews, but were very 
concerned that the document did not go so far as to specifically admit Church complicity in 
the Holocaust. Catholic voices in Australia largely did not understand Jewish criticism of the 
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document and attempted to quell complaints. Exceptions to this were the Councils of 
Christians and Jews in Sydney and Melbourne, who, being engaged in dialogue, were able to 
understand the Jewish concerns. In response to the document, delegations of Jews were 
prompted to meet with the Pope to discuss their issues with the document and intended to 
voice the hope that for Vatican Holocaust files would become available for research, so that 
more about Vatican activity during the Second World War could become clear.511 
 
Vatican World War II Archives 
 
 
For many years, the global Jewish community urged the Pope to allow access to the 
Vatican archives from World War II. In Australia, the Australian Jewish News claimed that 
"Jews could not fully accept the Pope's public apology for the past sins of the Catholic 
Church until it came clean on any involvement it may have had in the Holocaust." 512 ECAJ 
Executive Vice President Jeremy Jones further stated that "the wounds would not be properly 
healed until the Vatican opened its archives from World War II." 513 The Vatican seemed to 
be stalling the opening of these archives, leading to speculation about its involvement in Nazi 
crimes.514 Finally, in 1999, a Vatican-approved panel of Catholic and Jewish scholars were 
put together to access and examine the archives from World War II. Whilst initially seen as a 
positive step, in reality the panel were granted very limited access to the archives, being told 
that the remainder were inaccessible for "technical reasons." This led the panel to publicly 
suspend their work as they believed they could not carry it out properly.515 In response, the 
editor of the Australian Jewish News commented: 
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Some Jewish observers now wonder if John Paul's legacy may be tarnished by the 
Vatican's apparent reluctance to budge on perhaps the most contentious of remaining 
inter-communal issues - a thorough exploration of the church's role during the 
Holocaust, and especially the part played at the time by Pope Pius XII.516 
 
Jewish speculation mounted that the Church had something to hide, but Catholic 
voices sought to defend the Pope. In Australia, the Australian Catholic publication, AD2000, 
responded to the alleged silence of Pope Pius XII during the Nazi regime as a "black legend" 
and "big lie."517 Australian Cardinal Cassidy sought to affirm the numerous Catholics who 
did attempt to assist Jews during the war, stating that, "At the end of World War II, Jewish 
communities and persons expressed their gratitude for what Pius XII and his representatives 
did to save the lives of thousands of Jews.”518 He recalled the words of Golda Meir, Foreign 
Minister and later Prime Minister of Israel,  
 
We share humanity's sorrow... when the terrible martyrdom was unleashed on our 
people, the Pope raised his voice on behalf of the victims. Life in our times was 
enriched by a voice that spoke clearly, above the daily tumult, on the great moral 
truths. We mourn for a great servant of peace.519  
 
 
The Catholic Leader, from Brisbane Archdiocese, quoted a Jesuit historian, Fr Peter 
Gumpel, who said that the Vatican had nothing to hide about Pope Pius XII in its archives. 
He further said that "if scholars had read the available material carefully, they would have 
seen that Pope Pius made every possible effort to save as many lives as possible, without any 
distinction."520  
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Hence, Jewish voices in Australia believed the Vatican was trying to hide information 
by blocking proper access to its World War II archives. However, Australian Catholic voices 
largely defended these speculations, claiming that Pope Pius had been greatly proactive in 
attempting to save Jewish lives, illustrating an area where further dialogue between Catholics 
and Jews was needed. 
 
The Canonisation of Saints 
 
Despite the attempt of Catholic voices to appease the Jewish community, the Jewish 
community were further alarmed by Pope John Paul II’s initiation of the process of 
canonisation for Pope Pius XII, particularly as archive materials had still not been made 
available. In Australia, Catholic writer Desmond O’Grady commented on the Jewish 
opposition: "It seems some Jews would not be mollified by anything short of disinterring Pius 
XII and dumping his remains in the Tiber."521  
Pope John Paul II also initiated the journey to sainthood of two other individuals, 
Pope Pius IX and Edith Stein, both also to the dismay of the Jewish community. Edith Stein, 
a Jewish-born Catholic nun, was murdered in Auschwitz in 1943. O’Grady further reported 
that Jewish opposition was due to a “Catholic appropriation of a Jewish victim of Nazism."522 
Although O’Grady understood Jewish concerns over her canonisation, other Catholic voices 
did not seem to comprehend these issues, and celebrated the canonisation. For example, a 
statue of Edith Stein (St. Teresia Benedicta of the Cross) was installed in St. Mary’s 
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Cathedral in Sydney,523 and she was also made the Patron Saint of Research for the 
Australian Catholic University.524  
For entirely different reasons, there were also Jewish protests against the beatification 
of Pope Pius IX. Pope Pius IX (1846 – 1878) had initially acted progressively, abolishing the 
walls and gates of the Jewish ghetto in Rome, but he later became paranoid that Jews were 
plotting a revolution against him, and he ordered the Jews back into the ghetto, denying them 
property rights or secondary and higher education. Of further concern for the Jewish 
community was the Moratara case, in which the Pope had forcibly removed and adopted a 
Jewish child from his family, after allegations that the child had been baptised by a Catholic 
servant. The Pope refused to return the child to his family, despite major international 
protests. These saint processes initiated by Pope John Paul II caused a further setback in 
Catholic-Jewish relations, with O’Grady commenting that, “John Paul II has sown doubt 
about the depth of his commitment to inter-faith healing." 525 He felt that the Pope was giving 
“contrasting signals” as in the very same year, the Pope made his pilgrimage to Israel, a trip 
that highlighted his commitment to improving Catholic-Jewish relations. So, while Australian 
Jewish voices greatly opposed the Pope’s actions concerning these individuals selected for 
sainthood, most Australian Catholics could not comprehend the anguish they were causing 
the Jewish community, representing another area where greater dialogue was needed. 
 
Visit to the Holy Land 
 
 
Pope John Paul II was the first Pope to make a pilgrimage to the State of Israel, 
journeying there in 2000. His approach to Israel was always couched within an understanding 
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that the Middle East is the meeting point of the three Abrahamic faiths, present and living 
together in these lands. The Pope had repeatedly discussed that Jerusalem was to be the site 
of reconciliation between Christians, Muslims and Jews. The Pope hence spoke of his trip to 
the Middle East "as a pilgrimage to the places of both the New and Old Testament… in other 
words, the places of the book that unites the three religions of Abraham.”526 The Pope’s 
attitude represented a positive evolution from the Holy See’s prior sole concern with the 
welfare of Christians in the Middle East. Catholic-Jewish relations, and working towards 
peace between the three Abrahamic faiths within the Holy Land, were now seen as vitally 
important, with the Pope stating: “The Middle East policy of the Holy See pursues the 
objective of safeguarding the chance for believers of different religions to live together, 
confirming that faith in God can be a factor of concord and not of conflict.”527 President of 
the International Council of Christians and Jews, Rabbi David Rosen, considered the Pope 
John Paul II’s visit to Israel in 2000 to be further building on the 1993 Fundamental 
Agreement, as “a significant incentive in galvanizing the normalization of bilateral relations 
leading to the exchange of ambassadors.”528  
In Australia, the Sydney Morning Herald published an interview with the Chief Rabbi 
of Israel, Yisrael Meir Lau, regarding the Pope’s visit. Although Lau said that the Pope’s visit 
would not be significant for devout Jews who are already certain that Jerusalem is the 
“eternal capital of the Jewish people,” he believed the Pope’s visit would send a significant 
message to the rest of the world of the importance of Jerusalem for Jews, stating: 
 
I see it in an optimist’s way, that the visit of the Pope under the Jewish-Israeli 
sovereignty in both sides of Jerusalem, the western and eastern, the new and old 
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together, under the Israeli sovereignty as it is [for] 33 years, means for the world the 
recognition about the unity of Jerusalem.529  
 
 
Yet, the Sydney Morning Herald reported that others suspected a different purpose for 
the Pope’s visit to Jerusalem, given the Pope’s agreement with the PLO in the previous 
month, in an Accord that expressed support “for the inalienable national rights and 
aspirations of the Palestinian people,”530 calling for an end to unilateral actions which could 
alter the status of Jerusalem. The officials of the Vatican claimed that they were not interested 
in the political ruling of the city, but rather that the Pope wanted a guarantee of the ongoing 
presence and history of Christians, Muslims and Jews. However, Israeli government officials 
felt that the accords supported the implementation of UN resolution 242 from 1967, which “is 
not exactly a religious or spiritual document,”531 calling for:  
 
Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from territories occupied in the recent conflict; and 
termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and 
acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence 
of every State in the area and their right to live in peace within secure and recognized 
boundaries free from threats or acts of force. 532 
 
 
The resolution also affirmed the territorial inviolability of every State in the region 
and called for “achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem.”533 Yasser Arafat’s 
Palestinian Authority believed that the Accord implicitly recognised Palestinian political 
control over East Jerusalem. Yet, the Latin Patriarch in the Holy Land, Archbishop Michel 
Sabbah, himself a Palestinian nationalist, said that Pope’s visit was primarily to symbolise his 
strong commitment to peace amongst all faiths – “what he will deliver as a general message 
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in all his speeches and homilies will be a message of love, reconciliation of making peace,” 
asserting that his visit would not reinforce either Israeli or Palestinian claims to Jerusalem.534  
The visit was also of important theological significance, embodying the Church’s 
changed attitude towards the Jews and Judaism and the recognition of a sovereign Jewish 
state. In contrast, in 1964 Pope Paul VI had visited Israel but he had entered from the 
Jordanian side of the city and refused to meet with any of Israel’s elected officials in 
Jerusalem, or express any recognition of the State of Israel. Pope John Paul II’s visit was also 
an educative moment for many Israeli Jews, who had not known about the Church’s changed 
attitude since the Second Vatican Council. Both Israelis and Diaspora Jews were moved by 
the Pope’s symbolic visit to Yad Vashem and visit to the Western Wall, where he placed a 
prayer in the wall asking for God’s forgiveness for those who had sinned against the Jewish 
people throughout the course of history. As a result of the Pope’s visit, Israel’s Ministry of 
Education provided state school teachers for the first time with resources on the Church’s 
renewed teachings about the Jews, which David Rosen believes was “a most significant 
development and positive testimony of the impact of the papal visit upon the Jewish people, 
in Israel in particular.”535  
In Australia, in anticipation of the visit, the Sydney Morning Herald held great hopes 
for Catholic-Jewish dialogue, but, like some Jewish voices, hoped that the Pope would make 
further statements about Catholic complicity in the Holocaust:  
 
Many hope the visit will be seen as a major symbol of reconciliation between 
Christians and Jews…. But some prominent rabbis insist this will be possible only if 
the pontiff is prepared to make bold statements about the Holocaust and the rights of 
the Jews to return to their ancestral homeland.536  
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This concern particularly reflected the worldwide Jewish disappointment in the Vatican 
document We Remember, the Carmelite Convent Controversy, and the blocking of access to 
Vatican World War II archives, with the Pope’s visit to Israel seen as an opportunity for these 
shortcomings to be rectified. 
Australian Jewish voices echoed this sentiment, and Robert Manne spoke positively 
of the Pope’s visit to Yad Vashem, which he consequently viewed as "the most significant 
moment in the Pope's trip to Israel" and part of the Pope’s “quest for a reconciliation between 
the Catholic Church and the Jews." 537 He quoted Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak who 
welcomed the Pope with the words, "Here, right now, time itself has come to a standstill. 
This very moment holds within it 2000 years of history." 538 Manne unpacked Barak's words 
as meaning that the Pope has attempted to transcend 2000 years of Christian antisemitism, as 
well as the more recent concept in the Catholic Church that equated the Jewish emancipation 
with the evils of modernity. As with the Sydney Morning Herald, he argued that because of 
the Pope's recognition of Israel in 1993, the greatest issue still requiring dialogue between 
Catholics and Jews was the Holocaust: "nothing is now more central to the political 
relationship between the Catholic Church and the Jews than the Holocaust. Nothing has 
proved to be a more formidable barrier to the reconciliation of Catholics and Jews than it." 539  
Despite the work still needing to be done, Manne believed that the Pope had made enormous 
achievements in Catholic-Jewish relations: "no-one has brought greater warmth to the 
relations between Catholics and Jews than the Pope."540  
The Australian Jewish News also welcomed the Pope’s visit to Israel, publishing an 
interview with Rabbi David Rosen, in which he applauded the Pope who “has understood 
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what Israel means to the Jewish people and thus the importance of the establishment of full 
relations between the Holy See and Israel, to which he lent his personal weight.”541 Jones 
further commented on the watershed moment the Pope’s visit created for Catholic-Jewish 
relations: "his visit to Israel (in March 2000) changed the question from 'Do you relate to 
Israel' to 'How do you relate to Israel?’”542 Jones’ observations reveal a growth from simple 
Catholic recognition of the State, to an aim to understand the significance of the State for 
Jews and Judaism. 
From an Australian Catholic perspective, voices also were heard rejoicing the Pope’s 
visit and actions in Israel. Cardinal Cassidy saw the events of the Pope’s visit to Yad Vashem 
and his placing of a prayer for atonement for Christian treatment of Jews in the Western 
Wall, as symbolising a renewed relationship between Catholics and Jews, springing from 
Vatican II. He claimed that when the Pope reflected on his key achievements during the 
Jubilee Year, he believed his visit to Jerusalem was one of the most significant. Cassidy 
stated that: 
 
For those of us who were privileged to stand with him at the Western Wall of the 
Temple, it seemed that all the efforts made over the previous thirty odd years to mend 
the broken and bloodstained fences between Jews and Christians had received the seal 
of God's blessing and could never be undone…. By standing there (at the Western 
Wall), he transformed the relationship of Christianity towards Judaism. It is a 
complete reversal of history.  
 
 
The renewed relationship: 
 
 
… has not been an easy task, nor as yet is it fully accomplished. We would like to be 
able to say that all members of the Catholic Church have made this teaching their 
own, but statements made from time to time, even by some leaders in the Church, 
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make us realise that this is not so. Much indeed has been accomplished but the work 
must go on.543  
 
 
Cassidy’s statements explain that most Catholic voices understood the significance 
and importance of what the Pope had achieved for Catholic-Jewish relations through his visit 
to Israel, but noted that some, including Church leaders, had ignored the Pope’s renewed 
teachings, indicating that ongoing dialogue between the two faiths was still a great necessity. 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
After a bout of illness, the Pope passed away on the 2 April 2005. Many scholars 
remembered and celebrated his momentous contribution to Catholic-Jewish relations. Jews 
and Christians alike mourned his death and celebrated his achievements, particularly those 
concerning Catholic-Jewish relations. The Australian Council of Christians and Jews 
declared:  
 
The vital path of cementing interfaith relations and outreach from one faith to 
another, so dramatically undertaken by the late Pope John Paul II." "The spirit and 
legacy of Pope John Paul II has paved a very warm, positive relationship between 
Catholic and Jewish people. Pope John Paul II was a tireless advocate for opening an 
honest dialogue between communities, and under his guidance, the Catholic and 
Jewish communities have enjoyed a fruitful, harmonious and productive 
relationship.544  
 
 
Jones further reflected on the Pope’s momentous achievements, stating, "You can't 
build for the future unless you have a way of sorting out the past, [Pope John Paul II] laid the 
platform in a whole lot of areas in which we could go forward."545 
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The Catholic publication, The Brisbane Leader, called the Pope “a true pioneer in 
interfaith dialogue,”546 whilst the Jesuit publication Eureka Street stated that he had reached 
out “affectionately to the members of other churches and religions,” specifically mentioning 
that he was the first Pope to visit a synagogue.547   
Although there were a few-setbacks during his papacy, on the whole, the Pope had 
made greater advancements in developing Catholic-Jewish relations than any other Pope who 
had come before him, apart from Pope John Paul II who had instigated the writing of Nostra 
Aetate. He made numerous visual symbolic gestures to the Jewish community, such as his 
visit to the Rome Synagogue and embracing of the Chief Rabbi Elio Toaff, and his prayers 
and emotion at Yad Vashem and at the Western Wall in Jerusalem. These visual symbols 
reached the millions of Catholics world-wide who, generally, do not read Vatican documents, 
ensuring that they were aware of their content through the Pope’s lived example. In relation 
to the State of Israel, the Fundamental Agreement, although primarily political, made a strong 
theological statement that the Pope understood and respected the Jewish religious attachment 
to the Land of Israel and necessity for Jews to have their homeland there, as well as implicitly 
renouncing the age-old Church teaching of the “wandering Jew.” Within Australia, most Jews 
and Catholics looked on in great appreciation, and the Pope’s actions have given rise to 
healthy dialogue between the Catholic and Jewish communities, to the point that “Australia 
has been described as an international benchmark in inter-faith relations between Catholics 
and Jews.”548  
In Australia, Catholic and Jewish responses to the Pope’s actions varied. Whilst on 
the whole, reactions were positive all round, there were a few occasions when Jewish 
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responses to the Pope’s initiatives were critical, such as when the Pope met with PLO leaders 
in the early 1980s and Australian Jewish leaders expressed their opposition. In these 
instances, this criticism was often not understood or rejected by Australian Catholics, with a 
number of members of the Catholic community supporting his initiating dialogue with Arafat 
and other Palestinian leaders. Likewise, concerning the Carmelite Convent Controversy, 
some of the Australian Jewish community’s concerns were rebuked by Catholic leadership. 
However, it should be noted that in both instances, the few Catholic members who were 
already involved in Catholic-Jewish dialogue were able to understand and support the Jewish 
stance and sought to educate others. Overall, the Pope introduced a number of important 
initiatives that greatly improved Catholic-Jewish relations, particularly in his recognition of 
the State of Israel, which was largely met with a positive reaction from both Catholic and 
Jewish members in Australia. However, as will be seen in the next chapter, a case study of 
the Catholic paper, Eureka Street, reactions to developments within Israel during the period 
of John Paul II were complex, with political concerns often influencing the paper’s narrative 
and editorial perspectives more than the actions of the Pope. 
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Chapter 5: Eureka Street: A Case Study 
 
Considering the varied Catholic responses to the Pope’s initiatives discussed in 
chapter four, this chapter will closely examine the Australian Catholic Newspaper, Eureka 
Street, as a case study to assess Australian Catholic responses to the innovations of Pope John 
Paul II and developments in Israel.  The paper is a monthly (at some periods in the past also 
bi-monthly)549 publication of the Australian Jesuits, a Roman Catholic religious order of 
Priests and Brothers with a specific emphasis on Catholic social justice teachings.550 The 
publication discusses various issues of world politics, religion and culture, with articles not 
only from members of the Jesuit order, but also secular foreign affairs correspondents, and 
even members of the Australian Jewish community. Initially produced in hard copy in 1991, 
it moved to digital format in 2006 and has continued to be published in this format until 
today.551 The choice of name, in itself, is significant, as it refers to the Eureka Stockade, a 
rebellion of the miners on the Victorian goldfield, against what they believed was 
unjustifiable government levying of taxes. Thus, the paper signaled that its focus would be on 
the underprivileged, the downtrodden and the social justice issues which are the foundation of 
the Jesuit order, with the various developments in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict being 
discussed within this overall framework of the newspaper’s mission. Hence this publication 
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was chosen for examination as its social justice emphasis suggested that it might report 
favourably on the initiatives introduced by Pope John Paul II.  
The decade between 1991 and 2001 represented a dramatic period in the history of 
Palestinian-Israeli relations.552 With the outbreak of the First Palestinian Intifada (Revolt) in 
1987, it appeared as if the situation had reached its nadir. Then, with the collapse of the 
Soviet Union in 1991 followed by the defeat of Saddam Hussein by the Americans in 1991, 
the international situation suddenly changed radically. Thus, the 1990s opened with 
increasing hopes for a final resolution of the conflict, beginning with the international 
conference in Madrid in 1991, when the conservative Likud Party, led by Yitzhak Shamir, 
was still in power. The holding of the conference was an outcome of the Gulf War, 1990-
1991, when the Arab world split with some countries supporting Iraqi leader, Saddam 
Hussein, and others supporting the American effort against Iraq initiated by President George 
Bush, Senior.553   
Subsequently, with the election of the Israeli Labor Party under the leadership of 
Yitzhak Rabin in 1992, secret negotiations began in Norway between Israeli and Palestinian 
leaders, which resulted in the Oslo Accords. These recognised the right to Palestinian self- 
determination and sought to introduce the first moves towards achieving this goal. This was 
followed by further agreements moving towards Palestinian autonomy in what was known as 
Oslo II.554 However, orchestrated violence on both sides, fueled in part by a radical religious 
ideology, disrupted the peace process. For the Jewish Israelis, this was based on the re-
emergence of Messianic concepts, reinforced by the 1967 victory, which was seen as 
miraculous and a sign of God’s desire to support Jewish expansion into the Biblical heartland 
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of Greater Israel as a pre-cursor to the Messianic era.555 In contrast, religious Muslim 
Palestinians believed that all of Palestine was waqf, Holy Land, which should not be ruled by 
the Infidel Jews. This world view was sponsored by Hamas, the radical Islamist group, which 
also sought to appeal to Palestinian nationalism.556  
The radical religious Zionist beliefs led to the assassination of Rabin in November 
1995 by a religious university student, Yigal Amir, who was influenced by his rabbis’ claims 
that Rabin’s condemnation of the settlement movement was heresy and that it was justified to 
commit murder to defend the Land of Israel. Rabin’s assassination had an incredibly 
detrimental effect on the peace movement.557 The tensions and ongoing violence led to the 
defeat of Labor leader Shimon Peres in 1996, with the Likud Party returning to power under 
the leadership of Benjamin Netanyahu. Netanyahu had strongly opposed the Oslo Accords, 
and he only agreed to instituting further small steps in 1998, with the Wye agreement, under 
American pressure from President Clinton. In 2000 his Likud Party was defeated by the 
Labor Party, led by Ehud Barak, who withdrew the Israeli forces from Southern Lebanon, 
and tried to restart the peace negotiations with Arafat, first at Camp David in June-July 2000, 
and later with an even more generous offer at Taba in January 2001.558 It was during this 
more hopeful period that Pope John Paul II undertook the first papal visit to Israel itself, as 
discussed in the previous chapter. 
Following Arafat’s initial rejection at the 2000 Camp David summit, violence again 
disrupted the peace negotiations with the outbreak of the Second Intifada in September 2000. 
The re-election of the Likud Party, under the leadership of Ariel Sharon, sounded the death 
knell for the Oslo Accords. The situation had come full circle, but with the Second Intifada 
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being much more violent than the First, resulting in around 1000 Israeli and 3000 Palestinian 
deaths between 2001-2003. The situation was further aggravated by the Al Qaida attack on 
the twin towers in New York and the Pentagon in Washington, commonly known as 
September 11. This was followed by the suicide bombing at the Park Hotel in Netanya on 
Passover Eve 2002 and the Israeli response with its attack on Palestinian fighters in Nablus. 
559  By 2004, the optimism that Oslo had fostered had completely dissipated.  
The articles of relevance that are published in Eureka Street parallel both the 
achievements of Pope John Paul II (from 1991 – 2005) and the various developments in the 
Palestinian-Arab-Israeli conflict. A close reading reveals four main responses in Eureka 
Street to these varying events: Secular pro-Palestinian advocates; Christian pro-Palestinian 
advocates; Jewish voices responding to the pro-Palestinian narrative; and Christian 
theological support of Israel. Writers included Christians, Jews and secular, laity and 
religious leaders. When all these articles are examined, it will be argued that by publishing 
varied and conflicting voices, Eureka Street editorial policy does not take a definitive stance 
of its own. The main protagonists who represent the four main points of view outlined above 
will be discussed and examples of their writing examined.  Through this analysis of one 
Australian Catholic newspaper, this chapter will seek to shed light on the different narratives 
Catholic readers were exposed to during the 1990s and the early 2000s. 
 
Secular pro-Palestinian Advocates 
 
Throughout the period from the early 1990s into the 2000s, Eureka Street published 
opinion pieces by secular commentators who presented the Palestinian narrative and tended 
to be very critical of Israel. These were written by both journalists and academics, with the 
latter, such as Dr Andrew Vincent and Dr Ian Buckley, having well-known reputations for 
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their anti-Zionist positions. It is difficult to ascertain to what extent this was a deliberate 
policy of the paper’s editors, but it certainly meant that the paper’s Catholic readership was 
consistently exposed to this narrative. It also meant that views were sometimes espoused 
which contradicted John Paul II’s teachings and new approach to the State of Israel. 
An early example of this can be seen in the comments of Damien Simonis, a secular, 
free-lance Australian journalist working in Europe.560 In October 1993, just prior to the 
signing of the Fundamental Agreement between the Vatican and Israel, and immediately 
following the signing of the Oslo Accords, Simonis, wrote a critical article assessing the 
peace settlement between Rabin’s Labour-Party led government and Yasser Arafat’s Fatah 
section of the PLO. Although the article had no specific theological references, its inclusion 
in a Catholic magazine can assist in giving some insight into the editor’s view on the Jewish 
right to a national homeland.  
Simonis questioned the fairness of the Oslo agreement for the Palestinians, whom he 
suggested achieved "autonomy under Israeli supervision in the patchwork enclaves of Gaza 
and Jericho" and "the vague prospect of full statehood to include the West Bank at some 
unspecified later point".561 He stated that "it would be churlish in the extreme not to welcome 
the agreements reached, but equally it would be naive to ignore their fragility,"562 given that 
Yasser Arafat and the PLO had been financially and politically weakened through their 
support of Saddam Hussein in the Gulf War, with increasing Palestinian support transferred 
to extremist and fundamentalist groups such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad. Additionally, he 
felt that the Israeli right-wing political group Likud’s denunciation of the Accord and Israeli 
fundamentalist opposition to the peace process had weakened its success. He believed the 
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best-case scenario for the Palestinians would be the construction of a more amicable 
administration with foreign aid, perhaps convincing Israel to withdraw from the West Bank 
and allowing for the creation of an independent state. However, he felt that if Palestinians 
remained divided, Israel could simply sit back and wait out a Palestinian campaign of 
fratricide, also giving Israel moral justification for violent re-entry into Palestinian 
territories.563 Simonis’ assessment of the Oslo peace process is interesting because it was an 
event that was celebrated globally as a significant breakthrough in Israeli-Palestinian 
relations, and even led the Vatican to declare official recognition of the State of Israel in the 
1993 Fundamental Agreement. Yet, Simonis was highly skeptical of the Accords and viewed 
Israel as emerging with a far better deal, with all the problematic aspects that this implied. He 
expressed his belief that further Palestinian violence was thus likely inevitable, yet 
sarcastically referred to the Israeli backlash that would occur as being labelled by Israel as 
“morally justifiable.”564  
Whilst Simonis seemed concerned with the success of the peace process, his article 
also appeared to condemn Israel for what he believed would be a probable failure. He painted 
the Palestinians as the underdogs, and although not making specific theological claims, this 
feeds into notions of Liberation Theology that see Israel as the powerful oppressor over the 
weak Palestinians, who are thus justified in fighting back. Consequently, Simonis’ article 
depicts a pro-Palestinian narrative, but he does not seem to have been a regular commentator 
throughout the period under discussion. 
However, from the late 1990s, the most regular commentator on the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict was Anthony Ham, an Australian journalist and writer stationed in the 
Middle East, and the paper’s Middle Eastern correspondent, who was consistently critical of 
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Israel.565 For example, in October 1999, Ham was critical of current Israeli politics and 
governance and questioned whether Ehud Barak, the newly elected Prime Minister of Israel, 
would continue the peace process, despite writing of Barak’s plans to have “concluded final 
status negotiations with the Palestinians, to be close to securing a lasting peace with Syria, to 
have completed a full withdrawal of Israeli forces from Southern Lebanon, and to have 
launched a new economic plan for the Middle East.”566 Referring to Barak’s earlier career, 
Ham stressed his history as a soldier and his reputation as a “tough and uncompromising 
leader,”567 implying that he would be a militaristic leader. He also argued that Barak still 
refused to withdraw to the 1967 borders, to permit an Arab armed force to operate in the 
West Bank, or to allow the return of Palestinian refugees to their pre-1948 homes, as well as 
decreeing that united Jerusalem was the capital of Israel. Hence, Ham concluded that 
“Israel’s position does not auger well for a swift - or indeed any – movement towards a just 
and comprehensive peace in the region, denying as it does some of the basic conditions for 
peace demands by Israel’s neighbours.” 568 Likewise, Ham wrote how Barak was unwilling to 
negotiate on a withdrawal from the Golan Heights with Syria, something Syria sees as 
intrinsic to any peace process. Ham concluded that it is necessary that difficult compromises 
be made by all sides in order for peace to be achieved.569 However, he failed to acknowledge 
the serious existential threat that a full capitulation to Palestinian demands would pose for 
Israel, or to outline the compromises that the Palestinians would need to make for the peace 
process to be successful, even though he had detailed what he believes Israel should do. 
Therefore, this article seemed to reflect the double standards of so much of the left-wing 
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criticism of Israel, which is antisemitic according to the 2016 definition of the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance.570  
In 2000, Ham published an article justifying Palestinian violence. He opened his piece 
by discussing the extreme poverty of the Palestinian refugee camps, Sabra and Chatila, in 
Lebanon, mentioning a cemetery that stands in memorial: 
 
… to the thousands of Palestinians massacred in 1982 by the right-wing Phalangist 
militia while Israeli troops watched through binoculars and prevented Palestinians 
from leaving the camp and fleeing the killings…. Then, as now, Israel steadfastly 
refused to countenance any prospect of these people returning to their former homes 
in what is now Israeli territory. Then, as now, the Lebanese government wished that 
they would just go away, typifying an Arab world long on supportive rhetoric but 
short on substantive action and the provision of basic rights for Palestinians.571  
 
This is the second article written by Ham for Eureka Street in which he criticised the 
actions of Israel in the 1982 Lebanon war. The criticisms are justified but seem to be part of 
the pattern of bringing up only the negative actions of Israel. In a December 1999 article, 
Ham reflected on a meeting in Beirut with Robert Fisk, a Middle Eastern correspondent well-
known for his anti-Zionist positions.572 He quoted from Fisk’s 1982 report on the Lebanon 
War:  
They were everywhere, in the road, in the laneways, in back yards and broken rooms, 
beneath crumpled masonry and across the garbage tips. The murderers – the Christian 
militiamen whom Israel had let into the camps to ‘flush out terrorists’ – had only just 
left. In some cases, the blood was still wet on the ground. When we had seen a 
hundred bodies, we stopped counting…573  
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Ham further criticised the actions of Ariel Sharon, whom he stated was the 
mastermind behind Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982, had publicly proclaimed that 
Palestine did not exist, and who had visited the Al-Aqsa Mosque in September 2000 with 
“thousands” of heavily armed Israeli soldiers, which Ham believed was a provocative move 
that stirred up the Intifada. Interestingly here Ham exaggerates the number of soldiers who 
accompanied Sharon. 574 Ham wrote of Sharon: “this is a man who has never wanted 
peace,”575 and also expressed fears that Barak, at the time still Prime Minister, had aligned 
himself with Sharon. Their actions, according to Ham, made Palestinian anger inevitable and 
understandable:  
 
Palestinians have been living under brutal oppression for more than 50 years. First 
they were driven from their homes when the state of Israel was created on their land – 
an event which Palestinians still call al-Nakhbah, the catastrophe. Then, in 1967, 
Israel occupied the Gaza Strip and West Bank with Arab East Jerusalem coming 
under Israeli rule. Since then, even as peace negotiations have continued on paper, the 
Israeli authorities have, with state sanction, been changing the reality on the ground 
through a relentless policy of building Jewish settlements on disputed land.576  
 
Ham went on to state: “Palestinian anger is called terrorism. Israeli anger is ‘a symbolic 
warning’ designed ‘to deter retaliation.’ This is the language used to a subject people by the 
powerful.” 577  He continued by discussing that in Jewish and Christian schools, children are 
taught that “Jews are God’s chosen people” and of the historical injustices that have befallen 
the Jews, with the modern state serving as a safe haven for a traumatised people. Yet, Ham 
argued that Palestinians did not have the same refuge, putting the peace process at great risk – 
“the bloodshed caused within Israel through decades of Palestinian resistance and terrorism 
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left many deep scars.”578 What Ham failed to acknowledge here is that this is not the only 
message that has been and continues to be taught about Jews in Christian schools, ignoring 
historic Christian Supersessionism that still exists in some Catholic circles today, and 
likewise, the growing support for Palestinian Liberation Theology in Christian circles. Whilst 
briefly noting historic injustices against the Jews, Ham failed to discuss the ongoing 
antisemitism that continues to be aimed at Jewish peoples, again providing a binary reflection 
of the conflict that portrays Israel as the oppressor, exaggerating the actions of Sharon to do 
so, and the Palestinians as the oppressed. 
Again, in an April 2002 article, Ham discussed the significant presence of Palestinians 
in Jordan (60% of the population) who, he claimed, had gradually left their homeland and 
moved to Jordan after the creation of the state of Israel in 1948, the Six Day War in 1967 and 
the 1991 Gulf War. His reference to the Gulf War in this list is misleading, as it was a war 
which Israel did not join, with its population facing a barrage of scud missile attacks, to 
which, at the request of the US, the Israeli army did not respond. The refugees from the Gulf 
War fled to Jordan from Iraq and hence did not create a Palestinian refugee problem. It is 
intriguing that Ham would suggest that Palestinian refugees were created by this war, thereby 
implicating Israel, which was consistent with his general approach of demonising Israel. He 
noted some hostility towards Israel, mentioning that the Syrian government newspapers 
would not name Israel, instead referring to it as the “Zionist Entity.” He discussed the 
emotions of the Palestinian refugees who had made a new home in Jordan:  
 
… the overriding emotion is one of bewilderment, sometimes bordering on despair, 
that the Palestinian people, as victims of occupation, are considered the aggressors, 
the threat to peace. They ask with disbelief and genuine curiosity how a country that 
uses assassinations with impunity and without due process of law can be portrayed 
internationally as the aggrieved party.” 579  
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Ham did not specifically query whether Palestinians are aggressors, but does note that 
Arafat and Sharon are each labelled terrorists by the opposing side, and that both “seem 
unable to understand that violence will not bring victory nor allow their people to enter the 
hoped-for land of peace,” so he does not place the blame entirely upon Israel. 580 However, he 
does see only Israel as responsible for creating conditions for the possibility of peaceful 
coexistence, particularly, he argues, so that Palestinians could be freed from “daily 
occupation and humiliation.”581  As the main Middle Eastern correspondent for Eureka 
Street, it is concerning that, although he critiques the behaviour of both Arafat and Sharon in 
this article, he also provided misleading facts about the Gulf War to further demonise Israel 
and seemed to make Israel solely responsible for peace.  
Further, in a September 2003 article, Ham again critiqued Sharon, as part of a wider 
discussion of the outcome of the Iraq War. He refuted the claim that Israel is a democracy, 
claiming that Sharon can get away with policies of extrajudicial killings, illegal settlements 
and economic blockades, whilst Arafat in contrast is accused of supporting terrorism. Ham 
stated that the reality is that Israel denies voting rights to Palestinians living in the Israeli 
occupied territories of the West Bank and Gaza, while simultaneously refusing to engage 
with the democratically elected Yasser Arafat.582 In contrast to his previous article, Ham did 
not put the blame on both parties, but solely on Sharon.  
In January/February 2004, Ham highlighted the rising trend of antisemitic language 
and acts occurring in public forums. However, he commented that the “Semitic people” 
encompasses Arabs and Assyrians, as well as Jews, yet the term “antisemitism” has come to 
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be applied only to Jews, which he felt had “the dangerous potential to separate racism into 
different, even unequal categories.” He stated that: 
 
‘Arabophobia’ or ‘Islamophobia,’ which gathered unprecedented pace after 
September 11, carries none of the power to shock that anti-Semitism, a term forever 
linked to the Holocaust, possesses… While mainstream political leaders across 
Europe have publicly denounced the attacks against Jews, racism against Arabs and 
Muslims has become almost institutionalised in the West. 583  
 
However, it should be noted that the term ‘antisemitism’ was coined by Wilhelm Marr 
for exclusive application to the Jews. Hence, there is nothing innately politicised or 
discriminatory against Arabs and other 'Semites' in this continued exclusive application. Ham 
did go on to make clear that he did not feel that racism against Arabs or Muslims is worse 
than that experienced by Jews, but that both acts of racism need to be seen as equally 
abhorrent. He further discussed his view that opposing antisemitism does not mean that all 
forms of criticism against a people are off the table: 
 
The Israeli government’s dismissal of critics as anti-Semitic is an insidious means of 
stifling debate. Turning the spotlight around onto the accusers is an easy way to 
destroy credibility without having to address the issues in any substantive way. The 
equating of all opposition with an incitement to violence is, at its worst, an inverse 
form of racism, a form of ‘moral superiority.’ 584 
 
Ham argued that when European foreign ministers recently condemned Israel for their 
treatment of Palestinians, Natan Sharansky, a government official who had lived for years as 
a prisoner in Soviet Labour camps, replied that “Anti-Semitism has become politically 
correct in Europe.”585 Ham sought to make clear that legitimate acts of antisemitism must be 
condemned, but the term antisemitism should not be used to deflect criticism from Israel for 
their treatment of Palestinians: 
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This unwillingness to distinguish between those who seek change through violent 
means and those who seek reform through political debate also enables governments 
to sanctify some human rights violations as justifiable.586  
 
 
As can be seen from this analysis, Ham’s writings over the period 1999-2003 
are consistently critical of Israel, with a disproportionate focus on its actions, rather 
than trying to provide a more balanced perspective. As will be discussed later, the 
editors of Eureka Street, do try to balance this with responses and opinion pieces by 
Jewish commentators, but as the main commentator on Middle Eastern affairs, and 
someone located in the Middle East, this attitude must have had an impact on the 
paper’s readership. 
As mentioned above, a few prominent, secular academics, who were advocates for the 
pro-Palestinian narrative, were also quoted regularly. A key example of this was Dr Andrew 
Vincent,587 who was also very critical of the peace negotiations.  In an article published in the 
paper in September 1994, he argued that the Palestinians were concerned that the current 
peace agreement had only given Arafat “mayorship” of Gaza and that the Gaza-Jericho 
agreement had almost no practical implications for the situation of the average Palestinian, 
with Israeli settlers still prevailing in the occupied territories under a “lenient” Israeli law, 
and Israeli forces in these regions conducting themselves with what Vincent referred to as 
“economic disarray and heavy handedness.”588 In the same vein as Simonis, Vincent stated 
that Palestinians felt that Arab weakness had contributed to an uneven peace agreement and 
that Arafat was acting as an “Israeli puppet,” reliant on Israeli security and therefore acting in 
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Israel’s best interests. Hence Vincent, in a more forthright manner than Simonis, seemed to 
justify Palestinian terrorism, stating that Palestinians had felt cheated by the peace 
agreements and resorted to terrorism because “there are few other forums to express 
opposition in the Middle East.”589 Like Simonis, Vincent’s approach also has subtle elements 
of Liberation Theology in his binary depiction of the Israeli oppressor and the Palestinian 
people oppressed, as outlined in chapter 3 of this thesis.590 
In a March 1996 article, Vincent again criticised Israeli actions by commenting on 
recent elections in Palestine that had resulted in the reinstatement of Yasser Arafat. He stated 
that even though Israelis considered the elections to show the ongoing commitment to (the 
recently assassinated) Rabin’s peace process, he condemned what he described as the heavy 
Israeli military presence at polling booths, particularly in Jerusalem, which in his opinion had 
dissuaded a number of Palestinians from voting. Vincent then discussed Israeli attitudes 
towards Palestinians. He argued that Israelis could be divided into three general categories: 
The smallest group was comprised of the leftists and peaceniks, who held hopes that the 
elections would rightly lead to Palestinian statehood and a peaceful two-state solution. The 
second and largest group Vincent saw as including “all kinds of militants, settlers and crazies 
as well as more respectable elements from the Israeli right wing,”591 who vehemently 
opposed the return of any of “Eretz Israel” to the Palestinians. This position he believed could 
also lead Israelis to stand against (and even use violence against) other Israelis who were 
more supportive of the Palestinian peace process. The third and largest group were Israelis 
who opposed Palestinian statehood for practical reasons but believed that the establishment of 
the Palestinian National Authority would lessen the burden of Israeli military presence in the 
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occupied territories, and furthermore would lead to a need to make peace with Arab 
neighbours. This was also the Israeli government’s position. No similar assessment of 
Palestinian attitudes towards Israelis was offered by Vincent, and he instead noted Palestinian 
criticism of Arafat for acting as Israel’s puppet and abandoning them to the Occupied 
Territories. Despite this, Vincent stated that with the reinstatement of Arafat, the peace 
process was on track.592  
Vincent’s article is interesting in that he only examines Israeli attitudes towards the 
Palestinians, which might have the effect of leading a reader to believe that it is only Israel’s 
responsibility to ensure that the peace process moves ahead. This holds Israel to a ‘higher 
standard,’ than other nations, again pointing to the double standards that the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance states is a form of antisemitism.593 Hence, the inclusion of 
Vincent’s article in Eureka Street plays into this phenomenon. 
Dr Ian Buckley was another Australian academic who, like Vincent, sought to justify 
Palestinian terrorism as “understandable.”594 In an article published in June 2002, Buckley 
examined “Israel’s 34-year occupation and the expulsion of Palestinians.” He stated that: 
 
Four and a half million Palestinians remain refugees, including 1.3 million jammed 
into the Gaza Strip… And what of the other remnant Palestinian territories, 63 non-
contagious cantons patrolled by Israeli troops, overflown by helicopter gunships and 
F-16s, with their road users delayed or detained at military checkpoints… For many 
decades, Israel, strongly financed and armed with advanced weaponry by the US, has 
systematically intruded into what was agreed Palestinian territory, for the purpose of 
establishing new Israeli settlements, often using the weapons and methods of terror to 
do so…595 
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Buckley did go on to acknowledge that “there has been much violence and much terrorism 
from both sides,” but stated that: 
 
Having long lost the confidence that the rule of international law will be upheld by 
the Western powers, Palestinians clearly feel extreme desperation and many young 
Palestinians are queuing to join the list of suicide bombers. There is no doubting or 
condoning the terrorism carried out by young Palestinians, but we need not be 
hoodwinked by Israel’s denial of its own terrorism.596  
 
Here he put the blame for Palestinian terrorism solely on the actions of Israel and other 
Western powers, without condoning this behaviour, but also without looking at internal 
problems in Palestine and Islam that may have also contributed to the situation. This again 
exhibited the holding of Israel to double standards. 
Thus, in addition to the writings of journalists Simonis and Ham, the paper also 
included articles by the anti-Zionist academics, Vincent and Buckley. The latter may have 
had an even greater impact because of their academic status. The dichotomy between the 
positions of these secular journalists and academics, and the period of the improving Vatican-
Israeli and Vatican-Jewish relations, is stark. It may reflect the Jesuit’s strong belief in social 
justice and desire to bring out the narrative of the weaker, more oppressed side, that is the 
Palestinians. 
 
Christian pro-Palestinian Advocates 
 
In presenting the Christian pro-Palestinian narrative, the paper did not only draw from 
comments from Roman Catholic leaders. Indeed, in this period the Protestant movement, 
particularly the Anglicans, were highly critical of Israeli policies and presented strongly the 
Palestinian narrative, framing their criticism within biblical concepts. This narrative was 
included in the paper. For example, in December 2000, not long after the outbreak of the 
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Second Intifada, Anglican Minister Richard Treloar,597 published an article which was highly 
critical of both Israel’s conduct leading to the Intifada, as well as Clinton’s politics regarding 
Israel. Discussing Israeli anti-Zionist Avi Shlaim’s598 book, War and Peace in the Middle 
East, Treloar agreed with Shlaim’s critique of President Bush, who he believed simply 
restored an old order of “contrived state boundaries with little or no legitimacy in the eyes of 
their citizens,”599 and President Clinton, who “set a pattern of selective US indulgence 
towards negotiation-by-force which was first evident in the 1993 Israeli bombing of Lebanon 
and which the one-sided casualties of recent weeks continue to bear out.” 600 Treloar added 
his own personal reflection on a recent visit to Gaza and the West Bank, implying that the 
high rate of poverty experienced there justified the anger of Palestinian groups - "I don't find 
it difficult to understand why Yasser Arafat struggles to contain the anger of groups such as 
Hamas."601  
Treloar’s comments were reminiscent of comments made by Vincent and Simonis in 
earlier editions of Eureka Street, but he also brought a biblical parallel into his analysis. He 
finished his article with a play on biblical terminology to again ironically justify violence – 
"If it is naive to expect that those with competing claims to Jerusalem will 'turn the other 
cheek', then the ancient wisdom of 'an eye for an eye' - a common heritage of Judaism, Islam 
and Christianity - must be insisted on.”602 He also used the biblical story of David and 
Goliath to call upon the United States to seriously consider its support in the Middle East – 
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“for a new David has arisen in Palestine, and we all know the unlikely outcome of that story 
of disproportionate violence.”603 This inversion of the David and Goliath story, where Israel 
is now depicted as Goliath and the Palestinians as David, hearkens to the claims of Liberation 
Theology. This biblical imagery is located in the book of 1 Samuel, which tells the story of a 
Philistine giant, Goliath, who threatened the community of Israel. In the unlikely, fairy-tale 
motif, David, a small shepherd boy, is able to defeat Goliath with a mere slingshot and faith 
in the Lord, demonstrating a triumph of faith over physical strength. David was to become 
the King of Israel and received God's promise that his dynasty would reign forever.604 
Through his analogy, Treloar conflated what was a political issue with a religious critique of 
the conflict. This directly opposed the stipulation of the Vatican documents Notes, which 
stated that: “The existence of the State of Israel and its political options should be envisaged, 
not in a perspective which is in itself religious, but in their reference to the common 
principles of international law.”605  
Although Treloar is not a Roman Catholic, the inclusion of his article in Eureka Street 
disseminates his views to Catholic readers. He drew on a common Liberation Theology 
analogy mentioned by the Sabeel Centre, whose leadership frequently discuss that the 
Palestinians have become David and Israel, Goliath,606 in an attempt to label Israel as a 
powerful oppressor. 
Other Christian commentators tried to produce a more balanced picture, even though 
their approach could still be somewhat simplistic in some cases. For example, in an August 
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1994 article, Andrew Hamilton,607 a Jesuit priest, discussed the Arab-Israeli conflict as a 
dispute between the three monotheistic faiths, who each laid claim to the Holy Land and 
denied the history of the other in order to do so. Philip Mendes has commented that Hamilton 
has a strong commitment to Catholic Social Teaching, serving as a policy officer of Jesuit 
Social Services, 608 and this commitment is evident in his critique of the actions of the West’s 
involvement in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Hamilton discussed his view that Israel’s claim to 
the land was largely dependent on the support of the West, with its Christian origins. The 
moral claim to the West’s support, Hamilton felt, was the historical persecution of the Jews 
by Christian societies, culminating in the Holocaust. On the other hand, Hamilton believed 
that there was a “ready denigration which Arabs receive” from the West, based on a historical 
resentment towards Islam as “usurper of the Holy Land,” a historical resentment expressed 
earlier with the Crusades. 609 However, Hamilton’s approach is somewhat simplistic on a 
number of levels. Although the Roman Catholic Church had sought to improve relations with 
the Jewish people following the Holocaust, and the Pope had recognised the State of Israel in 
1993, to say this occurred because of guilt over the Holocaust is a very broad, generalised 
claim which ignores the Church’s repeal of Supersessionism and attempt to understand the 
Jewish connection to the Land of Israel, as well as the significant steps undertaken towards 
improving Catholic-Jewish relations, most notably seen in Church documents such as Nostra 
Aetate and Notes, for example. In addition, it should be noted that by 1994 the Jewish world 
was still concerned by the lack of official comment from the Vatican about the role 
Christianity played in the Holocaust, with the 1984 document Notes being critiqued for not 
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189 
 
admitting any guilt, as was the later 1996 document We Remember, in stark contrast to 
Hamilton’s claims.  He also failed to acknowledge the other major Christian attitudes towards 
Israel, such as residual Supersessionist Theology and Liberation Theology, that have led to 
Christian denials of the Jewish right to the Land of Israel. Liberation Theology further 
supports Western claims that Palestinians are in fact justified in their claims to the entirety of 
the Land, contrary to what Hamilton stated about a residual crusader attitude.  
In an April 1997 issue, another Catholic scholar and adviser, Alan Nichols,610 tried to 
present a more balanced picture, which presented the positive aspects of Israeli society as 
well as the problematics on both sides. He discussed the current situation in Israel and 
Palestine, painting the attitudes of many groups involved, including Christians in the region. 
He critiqued Hamas as being sheltered in Gaza by Palestinians, and likely to break out with 
bombing as the implementation of a peace accord between Israel and the PLO dragged on. He 
also believed that the Palestinian Authority had their resources too stretched for adequate 
policing of areas under their control, with additional problems of corruption and struggling 
faith in Arafat. He also stated that from newspapers and televisions, it was clear that most 
Israelis were “moderate” and “deplore the agitation of the ultra-orthodox.”611 He discussed 
how the ultra-right Orthodox Jews place pressure on the Israeli government to build them 
new settlements in Arab territories. He commented on the site of a new Israeli settlement, Har 
Homa, as being an “alternative Bethlehem” that would have luxury hotels for tourists and 
thus seriously impact the Palestinian economy, which depends heavily on Christian 
pilgrimage. Nichols strongly criticised the Israeli government for labelling these lands as 
“terra nullius.” He further discussed how Christian presence in the land had seriously 
                                                             
610 Alan Nichols is a consultant in church strategy, health ethics and refugee policy and has also worked with 
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diminished because of emigration, but only spoke positively of those Christians who still 
remained in the region, seeing Christian leadership to be of great importance to the 
Palestinian community, and that Christians leaders had strongly opposed the proposed 
settlement: “in this, I believe they are being genuinely altruistic: they want the best outcome 
and the best peace for the whole nation – Jews, Christians and Muslims.”612 He also 
discussed the Christian organisation, World Vision, as “moderates,” “they want peace.” 613 
He stated that nearly all World Vision work is for the Palestinian community because of their 
poverty and trauma.614  
Nichols gave a fair assessment of how both Palestinian and Israeli actions prevent 
peace but he did not condemn elements of Liberation Theology that exist amongst some 
Christian Palestinians, and particularly within World Vision, who have been known to 
display an anti-Israel attitude.615 In fact during the 1990s, the Australian Jewish leadership 
was extremely concerned about the position of World Vision.616 In recent times, World 
Vision have been questioned over possible funding diversion to Hamas,617 although this came 
to light well after Nichols’ article was written. Yet, his defense of World Vision exhibited a 
defense of Liberation Theology, or perhaps he was turning a blind eye to these elements of 
the Christian charity. Thus, whilst he did try to present a more balanced view than Anglican 
minister, Rev. Treloar, there was still an element of pro-Palestinian advocacy in his article. 
                                                             
612 Nichols, “The Month’s Traffic: Foreign Correspondence: On the Road,” 10. 
613 Ibid., 10. 
614 Ibid. 
615 Luke Moon, “World Vision’s Decades-Long Hate Campaign Against Israel,” The Tower, accessed 11 
December 2018, http://www.thetower.org/article/world-visions-decades-long-hate-campaign-against-israel/ 
616 Unpublished chapter by Suzanne D. Rutland, which will form part of her planned history of the Executive 
Council of Australian Jewry, which looks at Jewish Advocacy in Post War Australia. 
617Renee Westra, “World Vision, Gaza and Hamas: aid diversion case still unresolved,” Parliament of Australia, 
accessed 11 December 2018, 
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/FlagPost/2017/
October/World_Vision_Gaza_and_Hamas 
191 
 
In a later June 2002 edition, the paper published a letter from Abe W. Ata618 which 
discussed the plight of Palestinian Christians in the region. In his letter he was very critical of 
the theological position of Christian Zionism, as is the Catholic Church, and outlined, what 
he termed the ignorance of the American Christian Right about the suffering of their 
Palestinian Cristian brothers and sisters. He stated that there was a dwindling number of 
Christians left living in Palestine and that they were leaving because they “see no future.” He 
also believed that they are treated by the West as “non-people,” with widespread unawareness 
of their existence, and a denial of their situation by the American Christian Right. He stated:  
 
Support for us is no longer considered anti-Semitic, as you have been led to believe, 
Jews have suffered as we do and we acknowledge this. You need no longer wait for a 
Palestinian holocaust to happen before you support us unequivocally. It is enough that 
a million of us are now scattered around this globe with no right of return.619 
 
What can be seen in Ata’s quote is a form of Holocaust Inversion, as Ata applies 
Holocaust terminology to Israeli actions, something deemed by scholars and the International 
Alliance of Holocaust Remembrance to be a form of contemporary antisemitism, as discussed 
in chapter one of this thesis.620 Ata’s letter is hence an interesting choice for Eureka Street to 
include in its magazine. While he makes a compelling case for support of Palestinian 
Christians, his use of language to do so is problematic and also feeds into Liberation 
Theology by using this Holocaust inversion to present Israel as the aggressor and Palestine as 
the underdog. 
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Jewish voices responding to the pro-Palestinian narrative  
 
In order to provide balance to the pro-Palestinian articles and letters discussed above, 
Eureka Street also published responses and critiques from Jewish commentators, both secular 
and religious. The two main commentators were Dr Philip Mendes, who came from the 
political left but became very concerned about what he considered the lack of balance in their 
criticisms of Israel, which he felt at times moved into the domain of antisemitism,621 and 
leading progressive rabbi in Melbourne, John Levi, who was a leading advocate and very 
involved in inter-faith relations. Both of them wrote in a forthright manner, not having a 
problem with what they believed were legitimate criticisms of Israeli government policies, 
but with those statements which they felt moved into de-legitimisation of Israel. The fact that 
the editorial policy of the paper supported the publication of these Jewish advocates 
demonstrated a desire to be even-handed and expose their Catholic readership to other points 
of views. 
Rabbi John Levi has been an outspoken Jewish leader, who also presented his 
arguments within a theological framework relating to the Land of Israel. For example, in the 
wake of Prime Minister Yizthak Rabin’s assassination in 1995, an article by Rabbi John 
Levi622 was published, in which he provided a theological reflection on the ramifications of 
the assassination for Israel. Levi believed the assassination to have re-opened the trauma of 
the Holocaust for Israelis, and the spiritual crisis it inflicted upon the Jewish world. This 
crisis was precipitated by the seeming irrelevance of religion - many of the murderers were 
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Christian, and "it follows from this that neither Christianity nor Judaism matters. Good and 
bad behaviour doesn't matter. Religion doesn't help... This is a world without God, and Jews, 
the martyred people, have never been able to see the merit in martyrdom."623 In a seemingly 
meaningless post-Holocaust world, for Levi, the creation of the State of Israel was able to fill 
this void, with the events leading to its creation taking on religious significance. Similarly, 
Levi commented that the rescue mission of Ethiopian Jewry and the achievements of the IDF 
bore resonance with the biblical narrative of Joshua’s entry into the Promised Land. He also 
argued that the victory of the Six Day War was seen as Messianic.624  
Thus, this article by Levi provided the paper’s Catholic readers with insight into the 
religious significance of the Land of Israel for Jews, utilising biblical imagery, as well as 
recalling the Holocaust of modern history that made the State’s birth seem messianic for 
Jews. Of note is Levi’s mention of Christians being largely involved in the carrying out of the 
Holocaust. The editorial decision to publish Levi’s article reflects the 1992 ACBC Guidelines 
call: 
 That Christians must strive to learn by what essential traits Jews define themselves in 
the light of their own religious experience. (Guidelines: Introduction). Topics such as 
the Nazi attempt to annihilate the Jews and the rebirth of the State of Israel will 
obviously come up for discussion under this principle. With regard to the latter, 
Catholics should make an honest effort to ’understand the link between the land and 
the people which Jews have expressed in their writings and worship throughout two 
millennia’ (National Conference of Catholic Bishops USA, 1977).625  
 
Hence, the inclusion of Levi’s article in Eureka Street does show some recognition of the 
calls of the Vatican for improved dialogue about Israel.  
                                                             
623 John Levi, “Comment: Tomorrow’s Israel,” Eureka Street Vol. 5 #10 (1995): 4. 
624 Levi, “Comment: Tomorrow’s Israel,” 4. 
625 Bishops’ Committee for Ecumenical and Interfaith Relations, “General Principles,” The Faithfulness of the 
Lord Endures Forever: Guidelines for Catholic-Jewish Relations, The Australian Catholic Bishops’ 
Conference, November 1992, 7, accessed 11 December 2018, 
https://www.cam.org.au/Portals/66/Resources/Documents/Guidelines-%20for-%20Catholic-%20Jewish-
%20Relations%20-1992.pdf 
194 
 
A subsequent article by Rabbi Levi published in the March 2001 edition of Eureka 
Street discussed the history of the city of Jerusalem, highlighting its shared significance for 
the monotheistic faiths, as touched on by Hamilton.  Levi began by reflecting on a 
memorandum written by Yasser Arafat to President Clinton during the 2000 Camp David 
Peace Summit. Arafat wrote, “… we shall never accept that the Temple lies under the 
Haram.”626 In this way, Levi sought to explain to the Catholic readership that Arafat had 
turned the political Israeli-Palestinian conflict into a religious conflict between Jews and 
Muslims, with his disingenuous claim that the foundations of the ancient Jerusalem Temple 
do not lie beneath the Dome of the Rock and Al Aqsa Mosque. Arafat denied both 
archaeological proof and the religious history of Judaism as the basis of his rejecting 
proposals during the Camp David summit of 2000. In order to clarify his argument, Levi 
provided a brief history of the Jewish Temple, from the time of its initial construction by 
King Solomon through to the construction and later renovation of the Second Temple. He 
quoted from the New Testament to show that even Jesus recognised the significance of the 
Temple, through references to the Temple as “my father’s house” (John 2:16). Levi further 
noted that the Apostle James was said to have worshipped daily at the Temple, while Paul 
was arrested for ignoring its ritual restrictions, signifying the Temple’s ongoing significance 
for the early Christian movement. He also noted the significance of Jerusalem as a site of 
pilgrimage for Christians, commemorating the place of Jesus’ resurrection at the Church of 
the Holy Sepulchre. He presented these facts to indicate to Christian readers why they, too, 
should be gravely concerned by Arafat’s denial. For Muslims, Jerusalem was the destination 
for Mohammed’s night journey (although this location is contested by some Muslim scholars) 
and the Caliph of Damascus sought to create the Dome of the Rock as a site of pilgrimage 
associated with the patriarch Abraham, with the Al Aqsa Mosque facing towards Mecca. Levi 
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stated that Arafat’s denial of the Temple’s existence was a “serious challenge to the three 
monotheistic faiths, because we all share that ‘magical’ city called ‘Jerusalem.’”627 He sought 
to alert the readership to the serious theological and historical problems with Arafat’s claims. 
Levi further commented how he was greatly moved by Pope John Paul II’s recognition of this 
when he recently placed a prayer for peace within the remaining walls of the Jewish Temple 
– “with that simple gesture Pope John Paul turned 2000 years of Jewish- Christian relations 
upside down.”628 In his way, he applauded the Pope’s achievements in Catholic-Jewish 
relations. Levi concluded by stating: 
 
Competing claims about this most extraordinary sacred place make a mockery of us 
all. Civilisation is not served by the denial of history or by the belittlement of hope. 
As Psalm 122 tells us, ‘Pray for the peace of Jerusalem and may all those who love 
you prosper. Let there be peace within your homes and safety within your borders.629  
 
Here he echoed the concerns of Hamilton discussed earlier that each religious tradition denies 
the history of the other in order to make political gains, but alerted readers of the importance 
of understanding the other and celebrating what the monotheistic traditions hold in common, 
one of these things being the sacredness of Jerusalem. The inclusion of Levi’s article in 
Eureka Street demonstrated editorial support for the ongoing efforts of interfaith dialogue, 
particularly embodied by the Pope’s recent visit to Israel. 
The paper also published letters that were supportive of Israel and the Jewish 
narrative. For example, in March 1996, the paper published a letter by Joseph Symonds, who 
referred to Rabbi Levi and provided a supportive view of Israel and Israeli policies, compared 
with an opinion piece that was published by Dr Vincent in the same issue, as discussed 
above. Introducing himself as an Australian who had lived in Israel for 15 years, Jewish lay-
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person Symonds wrote of Israel’s future being entwined with peace and survival. He quoted 
John Levi’s December 1995 article, “Israel faces an enemy that hated and loathed their very 
presence in the Promised Land and still continually calls for ‘holy war.’” 630  He noted that 
there was a concern for survival as a nation, with the assassination of Rabin giving some 
insight, albeit an extremist view, into this. “A strong Israel with geographical borders is seen 
by many Israelis as the precursor to true peace. If this situation is obtained and hope of 
military annihilation renounced by its neighbours, then peace will flow as a consequence of 
commercial, tourist and scientific interaction on a face-to-face basis.”631  
Apart from Rabbi Levi, the other strong advocate for a more balanced position than 
that presented by the pro-Palestinian journalists and academics was Jewish academic Dr 
Philip Mendes, who at the time was Senior Lecturer in the Department of Social Work at 
Monash University.632 In April 1996, Mendes responded to the article written by Dr Vincent, 
claiming that he revealed: 
 
… the fallacious nature of much local commentary on the Israeli/Palestinian conflict. 
In particular, the failure to engage with the major contradiction of the peace process – 
that precisely at the same time that Israel is making historic political and territorial 
concessions, the level of Palestinian violence and hatred towards Israel appears to be 
on the increase,” 633  
 
Indicating the “double standards” that Israel is held to, Mendes stated that, as a Jew, he 
supported the Palestinian right to a state alongside Israel, but believed that at the present time, 
Israeli government concessions to the Palestinians were only being met with “violence and 
extremism.” He condemned those that state that Palestinian violence is justifiable because 
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they have incurred losses from the peace process, a claim hinted at in previous Eureka Street 
articles. He also critiqued depictions of a weak Arafat attempting to negotiate with a stronger 
Israel, and a resultant Palestinian “Bantustan,” rather than an independent state.  For Mendes, 
these depictions ignored the differing conceptions of peace – for Israel, peace would mean an 
end to war and violence, but for Palestine, peace would not necessarily be a cessation of war, 
but the establishment of their territorial rights, which could coincide with a continued state of 
war if need be. Mendes believed that only “a small marginal group of Israelis are willing to 
use violence to stop territorial concessions, but a much larger number of Palestinians seem 
willing to use violence to destroy the peace process.”634 Hence, Mendes concluded that it was 
up to Arafat and the Palestine National Authority to stop Hamas, who were solely concerned 
with destroying the peace process, and with it, the prospects of Palestinian Statehood.635 
Mendes’ article thus countered the arguments put forth by earlier contributors Siminois and 
Vincent. The inclusion of both sides of the arguments demonstrates that the Eureka Street 
editorial policy was to expose its readers to different perspectives, but at the same time, by 
not expressing a clear editorial policy on the conflict, the approach could be seen as fence-
sitting on the issue, and not making a definitive statement either way.  
In December 2000, another letter from Philip Mendes was published, again presenting 
the secular Jewish point of view. Mendes expressed his disappointment over affairs in the 
Middle East, including the failure of the Camp David agreement and also the transformation 
of the local Israeli-Palestinian conflict into a broader, global Israeli-Arab and Jewish-Muslim 
conflict, reaching Australian shores. He referred to a recent SBS news item that had shown 
young Indonesian girls in Jakarta calling for a jihad against the Jews and Israel. He 
additionally noted that in Australia, demonstrations by some local Palestinians had made use 
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of anti-Jewish slogans and that similarly, sections of the Arabic language media in Australia 
had also made use of anti-Jewish vilification. Disturbingly, there had been a firebomb attack 
on the Jewish centre in Canberra and Mendes reported that the local PLO representative, Ali 
Kazak, had suggested that the Jewish community may have attacked the centre themselves as 
a means to detract attention from Israeli actions, despite there being no evidence as to who 
was responsible for the attack. Mendes did, however, applaud the dialogue and co-operation 
that took place in Australia between Arab/Muslim groups and Jewish groups. He also made 
clear that Palestinian anger towards the conflict was valid, but he was concerned by the local 
conflict broadening into international religious and racial bigotry. He outlined how many 
Arab countries have a substantial (although incomparable to the Christian history of 
antisemitism) history of discrimination towards Jews, which pre-dated the establishment of 
the modern State of Israel. The ultimate example of this was the expulsion of over half a 
million Jews from the Arab countries in which they resided, following the 1948 war and the 
ongoing Arab-Israeli conflict. He suggested that Australian Arabs and Muslims may want to 
reflect on this history.636  
Mendes’ article, whilst not specifically theological, explored the implications of Arab 
migrants in Australia bringing their particular views about the conflict with them. This is a 
phenomenon that has contributed to the spread of Liberation Theology amongst Australian 
churches, with Palestinian Christian materials, such as the documents from Sabeel 
Ecumenical Liberation Theology Centre, influencing the reception of Liberation Theology. 
Whilst Mendes’ article does not specifically address this, he does caution that dialogue needs 
to occur in Australia, so that there is not a blanket acceptance of migrant positions on the 
conflict.  
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Daniel Mandel, a Jewish researcher with the Australia/Israel and Jewish Affairs 
Council, was another activist whose letter, in response to one of Ham’s critical articles 
discussed above, was published in the December 1999 issue.637 Mandel questioned some of 
the points made by Ham, stating that his article was “flawed by heedless assumptions and 
signal omissions." Mandel explained that Barak's concern over Israeli security stemmed from 
the disruption of previous peace attempts by Palestinian terrorism. He also made clear that 
Israeli withdrawal to pre-1967 borders is “not enshrined in UN security council Resolution 
242 or anywhere else,” but rather the resolution “remits the timing and extent of such 
withdrawal to negotiations between the parties.”638 He then stressed that, "Accordingly, Ham 
is mistaken in asserting that Barak's declared intention not to return to the 1967 borders is in 
contravention of 242 and an impediment to peace." By including Mandel’s direct counter-
argument to Ham’s claims, Eureka Street again sought to present both sides of the argument, 
but by not taking a clear editorial policy the paper continued to exhibit an ambiguous attitude. 
In the January/February 2002 issue of Eureka Street, the paper published another 
article by Mendes, where he aimed to present a balanced argument by presenting the 
shortcomings on both sides. He discussed the failed Oslo accord, believing both sides to be 
equally responsible for this:  
 
[N]either side was willing to come to terms with the practical reality of dividing a 
land into two separate states, or move towards identifying the core limits of their 
proposed final state or territory…. In particular, the Israelis failed to examine how the 
continued presence of militant Jewish settlements in sovereign Palestinian territory 
could possibly be compatible with a two-state solution. And similarly the Palestinians 
failed to conceptualise how the proposed return of hostile Palestinian refugees to 
Green Line Israel could possibly be acceptable to a sovereign Jewish state.639   
 
                                                             
637 Daniel Mandel is also a journalist and historian, a Fellow in History at Melbourne University and Director of 
the Zionist Organization of America's Center for Middle East Policy. Dr. Mandel is also the author of H.V. Evatt 
& the Establishment of Israel: The Undercover Zionist. “Daniel Mandel,” The Algemeiner,  accessed 4 
Jan 2019, https://www.algemeiner.com/author/daniel-mandel/ 
638 Daniel Mandel, “Letters: Border Questions,” Eureka Street, Vol. 9, #10 (1999): 8 
639 Philip Mendes, “Letters: In Two Minds,” Eureka Street, Vol. 12, # 1 (2002): 8. 
200 
 
Mendes criticised the Jewish settlements for posing a significant stumbling block for 
the peace process by angering Palestinians. As well, Mendes stated that the settlements 
involve the ongoing confiscation of Palestinian land, which is essentially a second 
dispossession for the Palestinians.  Additionally, he wrote that the settlers tended to deny any 
Palestinian national or political rights and moreover, the presence of settlers had led to 
ongoing conflict between Palestinians and the Israeli Army. Mendes called for an amendment 
of the Israeli Law of Return, so that it did not extend to the West Bank and Gaza Strip. At the 
same time, he felt that the Palestinian concept of the Right of Return needed to be 
deconstructed. He referred to the work of Rashid Khalidi640 who, in his 1999 The Palestinian 
Exodus, spoke of large discrepancies in the Israeli and Palestinian narratives of 1948 and the 
“practical barriers” to the notion of return of refugees to Israel, although he did feel that Israel 
should compensate the refugees for their loss of property due to its role in the creation of 
these refugees. However, Mendes felt that Khalidi did not extend this same responsibility to 
the other Arab nations involved in the 1948 war, with the subsequent creation of Jewish 
refugees from these Arab countries. Mendes further noted that Israel was unlikely to agree to 
any restitution for the Palestinians’ loss of their properties until the role of other Arab states 
in creating a Jewish refugee problem was recognised. Likewise, he urged the Palestinians to 
come to terms with the “practical limits” of their Right of Return, in order for a genuine two-
state solution to be negotiated.641 As a social worker and a supporter of the left, Mendes 
provided a fair assessment of the rights and responsibilities of each party.   
In reply to Philip Mendes’ letter, Eureka Street published a letter from Tony Helm,642 
in which he wrote that he also agreed with Mendes’ claim that an assumption of 
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“reasonableness” from both parties had contributed to the failure of the Oslo Peace process. 
Helm stated his opinion that,  
 
Israel has been closer to reason than Palestine has. What has been said recently by the 
Palestinians has been simple: ‘We want the lot!’ This has been known by both sides 
for a long time. Those who stand outside the peace process, like you and me – 
whoever you are reading this – have thought that there was a peace process… the 
problem with that is that we’re not involved, and therefore what we believe has 
nothing to do with anything. 643 
 
Helm then continued to draw biblical analogies, 
The actions of the Palestinians and their offshoots in Hamas, Hezbollah and Islamic 
Jihad look to me surprisingly like the description of the type of things that the people 
of Egypt and Canaan engaged in. If you read that passage (see Leviticus 18:21) they 
sound like the suicide bombers – ‘sending your children through the fire to Moloch’? 
God says that such people will be ‘vomited out’ of the land (verse 25)… The question 
of whether the Israelis have been engaging in similar things might be raised. I am sure 
that someone could find something to complain about. But the fact remains that 
history is on the side of the Jews. Ever since Nebuchadnezzar in 600 BCE (when the 
Jews fell by the wayside) there have been loads of big nations who have fallen by the 
wayside while the Jews carry on. The Nazi Holocaust was only the last instance. And 
now the Jews are home. And they intend to stay there…. My reading is that they are 
quite happy to let Palestinians live, provided they are allowed to live themselves. The 
problem was, is now and continues to be that the Palestinians want the lot!” Well, I 
have news for them. It’s not news to you, if you know your bible. But they probably 
don’t. This land is given by God to the Jews. In perpetuity. For ever. (That’s a long 
time.) See for starters Genesis 17:8 and Zechariah 14. (Etc.)644 
 
 
This was an interesting inclusion by Eureka Street as, although Helm showed his 
support for a Jewish homeland in Israel, he drew upon a number of biblical analogies to do so 
and seemed to come from the perspective of Christian Zionism, although, as noted earlier, the 
Vatican document Notes cautions Catholics not to apply fundamentalist biblical readings to 
the reality of the modern State of Israel.645 Although biblical analogies were used in the 
                                                             
643 Tony Helm, “Letters: Who Wants What,” Eureka Street, Vol. 12, No. 3 (2002): 10. 
644 Helm, “Letters: Who Wants What,” 10. 
645 Philip A. Cunningham, ‘A Catholic Theology of Land?: The State of the Question,’  
 Studies in Christian-Jewish Relations #8 (2013): 9-10. See also Anthony John Kenny, The Catholic-Jewish 
Dialogue and the State of Israel (Victoria: The Council of Christians and Jews, 1991), 250.  
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earlier article by Treloar to critique Israel, in Helm’s case, and in Christian Zionism in 
general, biblical verses are used to support a Jewish homeland in Israel, as discussed in 
chapter three of this thesis. Helm seems to see these analogies as unproblematic, but making 
biblical connections to current, complex realities is certainly problematic and has given rise 
to various forms of fanaticism and has been cautioned against by the Vatican. 
Again, in March 2004, Eureka Street published another critique of Ham’s article by 
Mendes, who attempted to bring some balance to Ham’s claims, stating that his article “lacks 
sufficient historical and political context.”646 Although Mendes felt that Ham rightly 
condemned attacks against both Jews and Arabs, he believed that it was too much of a stretch 
to label both as antisemitism. Regardless of semantics, Mendes argued that the term 
antisemitism in the modern world had come to be associated with anti-Judaism. This included 
conspiracy theories such as the accusation that Jews have too much power and also that they 
are either responsible for communism or capitalism, leading to anti-Jewish genocide. He 
stated that there has been no equivalent anti-Arab language that has resulted in an Arab 
genocide. Likewise, he felt that Ham overlooked the fact that the Arabs had historically 
persecuted the Jews. He gave the example of the significant decline of the Jewish population 
in Arab countries because of popular anti-Jewish sentiment and discriminatory government 
policies. Mendes also thought that Ham generalised when claiming that any critique of Israeli 
politics is deflected by Jews, who label it as antisemitic. Mendes believed that it is not that 
simple. Critique of illegal Israeli settlements in Gaza and the West Bank is not antisemitic, 
and neither are the arguments that Arabs living in these territories should have equal rights 
with Jewish Israelis. However, he believed that international criticism of Zionism goes 
beyond reasonable critique of politics, to a negation of Jewish national rights, again an 
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element of the “new antisemtism,” and that actions taken by the Israeli government to defend 
its citizens are often seen as illegitimate.647  
 
The Editorial Policy of Eureka Street 
 
Morag Fraser648 was Editor of Eureka Street from its inception in March 1991, until 2003. As 
discussed above, Fraser sought to present different arguments. Rabbi John Levi commented 
that “Morag was always anxious to have a “Jewish” contribution from me,”649 indicating her 
desire for all sides of the narrative to be heard, without making a strong editorial stance 
herself. One exception was in a June 2002 edition of Eureka Street, where she expressed a 
sense of despair over the impact of the conflict on those involved and did implicate parties 
from both sides of the conflict as needing to share responsibility for the events. Fraser wrote 
that the political rhetoric of Sharon, Arafat and Netanyahu was having little physical impact 
for the peace process. She discussed the “daily misery and death in Israel and in what is left 
of Palestinian territory,”650 and acknowledged the losses incurred by both sides. She wrote of 
the suicide bombers themselves – mostly young men and some women – and expressed 
disbelief that they are seen as ‘martyrs,’ showing concern about the impact of the conflict on 
the children of the region, as well as clearly questioning Palestinian terrorism tactics. She 
included two images, one with the caption “the hands of Palestinian children caught up in the 
hysteria of protest and fervour,”651 and the other displaying barbed wire across a littered 
Palestinian street. Fraser’s article seems to be equally concerned with the tragedies and 
injustices occurring for both parties and in particular, the rights of the children drawn into the 
                                                             
647 Mendes, “Letters: What is anti-Semitism,” 5. 
648 Morag Fraser is also Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences at La Trobe 
University. Eureka Street, “Contributors: Morag Fraser,” Eureka Street, accessed 10 December 2018, 
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649 Personal email correspondence with Rabbi John Levi, 8 February 2019. 
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conflict. Her work aims to be balanced in its discussion of social justice issues, evident in her 
promotion of public debate around numerous social issues, including the rights of refugees, 
asylum seekers, and Australia’s Indigenous peoples, for which she was awarded the Order of 
Australia for her contribution to journalism.652  
At the same time, it is important to note that while space was allocated to 
commentators to discuss the situation, largely within the pro-Palestinian lens, as well as the 
Jewish reactions to this narrative, there was very little on the radical change in terms of the 
Vatican’s relationship with Israel. One exception, when the Pope’s attitude to Israel was 
discussed, appeared in an article published in the July/August 2004 edition of Eureka Street, 
written by Bruce Duncan.653 He discussed the United States, Britain and Australia’s role in 
the war against Iraq and the removal of Saddam Hussein, and very briefly reflected on Pope 
John Paul II’s related comments. He recounted that US President Bush met with the Pope, 
who opposed the war on moral grounds, and because of the probable “grave unrest in the 
Middle East” that would result. Duncan stated that the Pope also discussed the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, highlighting a serious concern for the Bush administration’s militant 
support for Israel’s right-wing politics.654 Mendes commented that whilst Duncan was “a 
long-time social justice theorist who has contributed regularly to Eureka Street on social 
policy issues,” he normally did not delve into Middle East politics in his writing.655 In this 
article, Duncan did deal with the topic but he did not make a strong statement about the 
politics of the Middle East and Arab-Israeli conflict. Rather, he focused on calling the 
Australian Church to do more for justice in the wake of the Iraq war, in line with the social 
                                                             
652 National Adult Literacy Conference, “Morag Fraser AM,” accessed 14 February 2019, 
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justice charism of the Jesuits. He also gave readers a brief insight into the Pope’s concerns for 
peace in the Holy Land, and also of his recognition of the State of Israel. As well, Duncan 
included a discussion of the Vatican document We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah, in 
Eureka Street.656 Duncan’s discussion of this key Vatican document demonstrated his 
engagement with the changes introduced by Pope John Paul II concerning the Church’s 
relationship with the Jewish people.  He also presented to Eureka’s Street’s readership some 
of the Jewish concerns with the document’s lack of recognition of Church complicity in the 
Shoah. Of great importance was Duncan’s comment that “Catholics have also listened more 
keenly to the experience and theological meaning Jews find in the Holocaust, and the 
significance of the return to the land of Israel. Hence the Vatican recognition of the State of 
Israel.”657 This is the only occasion in Eureka Street when a Christian writer directly 
references Pope John’s Paul II’s innovations regarding the State of Israel and recognises the 
religious significance of the Land of Israel for Jews. With his commitment to social justice, 
Duncan also alerts his readers in the same article of the Christian responsibility to fight for 
the rights of the Palestinians: 
 
However, the Palestinian question provides a painful backdrop for Catholic-Jewish 
relations. Though the Catholic Church is conscious of the failure of many of its 
members before the Holocaust, it accepts a duty to defend the rights of the 
Palestinians. Even Israeli and Jewish world opinion is deeply divided on the 
Palestinian issue in the face of the hard-line attitudes of the present Israeli 
Government and the dismaying set-backs to the peace process.658 
 
Hence, Duncan informs Eureka Street readers of the issues relating to the Vatican’s 
recognition and Jewish theology of the Land, but, in line with the strong Jesuit emphasis on 
social justice, also calls his readership to defend the rights of the Palestinians. 
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In May 2005 the Pope passed away and in the subsequent edition of Eureka Street, 
Andrew Hamilton reflected on some of his achievements during his papacy. He speaks of 
how he reached out “affectionately to the members of other churches and religions,” 
specifically mentioning that he was the first Pope to visit a synagogue. However, the article 
did not comment any further about Pope John Paul II’s relationship with the Jewish people, 
or the Land of Israel.659  
 
Conclusion 
Overall, Eureka Street showed a keen political interest by publishing a number of 
articles about the Arab-Israeli conflict, with these far outnumbering articles specifically about 
Jews, Judaism and Catholic-Jewish relations. Some articles represented secular pro-
Palestinian advocates, such as Simonis, Ham, Vincent and Buckley who sometimes made use 
of demonization of Israel and holding of Israel to double standards, as well as relativising the 
Holocaust – classic markers of modern antisemitism – to express their support for Palestine. 
Christian pro-Palestinian advocates were also represented, with elements of Liberation 
Theology present in their articles. To a lesser extent, Christian theological support of Israel 
could also be seen, particularly in the articles from Duncan, with some others reflecting the 
views of Christian Zionism in their support for Israel. Finally, Jewish voices responding to 
the pro-Palestinian narrative are included, with Rabbi John Levi and Dr Philip Mendes being 
the main advocates for this side of the argument. After examining these articles, it can be 
seen that Eureka Street published some problematic articles for Catholic-Jewish relations, but 
also provided responses that highlighted these issues.  Eureka Street included a range of 
conflicting voices but did not make a strong statement about its own position on the issues 
raised. At the same time, there was very little on Pope John Paul II. It can be deduced that the 
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paper was not particularly interested in reporting on his achievements or providing clear 
support for the spirit the Pope had generated towards Israel. 
Eureka Street was chosen for examination because of its strong, Jesuit focus on social 
justice issues, which had led me to hypothesise that its articles would cover the development 
in Catholic Jewish relations under Pope John Paul II, and thus provide insight into the 
thinking of Catholics in Australia. Likewise, because of the positive statements made by 
Australian Jesuit priest, W.G. Smith, about Israel in the 1960s and 1970s, I had surmised that 
Eureka Street might take a similar stance. However, my hypothesis was proved wrong and I 
found instead that the paper took a completely different direction, focusing mainly on the 
secular, political aspects of the Arab-Israeli conflict through the commentators chosen, with 
much less of a theological nature within the discussion. Some of the exceptions to this came 
from Protestant commentators such as the Anglican minister, the Rev Richard Treloar, who 
drew on elements of Liberation Theology, depicting Israel as the aggressor and Palestine as 
the underdog, using biblical analogy to do so. Some discussion about the Pope’s stance 
towards Israel came from Catholic priest, Father Bruce Duncan, particularly in his article on 
the Vatican document, We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah, and also from Catholic 
priest, Father Andrew Hamilton, who on the occasion of the Pope’s death, referred to the 
Pope’s visit to the Rome synagogue. Father Hamilton also made comments about Church 
support for Israel, which he saw as stemming from guilt over the Holocaust. In this way, to 
some extent, the paper went in a very different direction than that taken by the Pope in Rome. 
The editorial choice of journalists resulted in a number of articles that presented a critical 
view of Israel, drawing on elements of the ‘new antisemitism’ to do so, through demonization 
and de-legitimisation of the State of Israel, and the holding of Israel to double standards. 
Although many of these articles were not overtly theological, their inclusion in a Catholic 
publication did feed into elements of Liberation Theology that always depicts the Palestinians 
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as the underdogs, experiencing injustice at the hands of the antagonist, Israel. This approach 
also seems to contradict the Australian Guidelines produced by the Australian Catholic 
Bishops’ Conference in 1992, which called for “an honest effort to understand the link 
between the land and the people.”660 Perhaps the Jesuit charism which champions Catholic 
Social Teaching, including the ‘Preferential Option for the Poor,’ encouraged the inclusion of 
such articles, highlighting the complex interplay of politics and theology. Arguments in 
support of Israel largely came from Jewish speakers – not Christians – and they were mainly 
written in response to critical articles already published. Although the paper tried to be 
balanced by publishing these responses, the Jewish voices were mainly responding to the 
overall narrative, that was still largely anti-Israel. The one exception to this was the work of 
Bruce Duncan, who commented on Vatican recognition of the modern State of Israel, and its 
religious significance. Hence, Eureka Street demonstrates that there was not a unified 
response in Australia to the initiatives introduced by Pope John Paul II regarding the Jews 
and Israel.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 
 
This thesis sought to determine whether the Vatican Policy of Pope John Paul II 
regarding the land of Israel was widely accepted by the Australian Catholic Church, using the 
publication Eureka Street as a case study. It was established that Pope John Paul II’s changes, 
based within the framework of the Vatican II document Nostra Aetate, sought to repeal 
Supersessionist Theology and improve relations between Catholics and Jews. Jewish leaders 
sought to impress upon the Pope that this relationship could only be genuine if the Church 
recognised the religious importance of the State of Israel for the Jewish people. The Pope 
acknowledged this significance through such actions as the establishment of the Fundamental 
Agreement, which established the Vatican’s diplomatic relationship with the State of Israel in 
1993, and subsequently the symbolic importance of the Pope’s visit to Israel in 2000. It was 
hypothesised that the Australian Jesuit publication Eureka Street would report favourably on 
the Pope’s innovations, however, what was found instead was that political attitudes about 
the Middle East dominated the publication’s reports on Israel, revealing a crossover between 
Church theology and politics when dealing with the State of Israel. This thesis hence 
demonstrated that Australian Catholic theologies concerning the State of Israel were 
impacted by a variety of political views, rather than denoting a unified acceptance of the 
official stance of the Vatican. 
The religious significance of the Land of Israel for Jews and Judaism was traced back 
to biblical times and was shown to have consistent import throughout the history of Judaism. 
It was also demonstrated that the Church’s failure to acknowledge this connection, in part 
because of a lack of any analogous concept in Christian theology, created a stalemate in 
Catholic-Jewish relations. Although Nostra Aetate was a watershed document that radically 
changed the Church’s teachings on Jews and Judaism, it made no mention of the religious 
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importance of the Land of Israel for Jews, and this important point continued to be ignored in 
subsequent Church documents dealing with the Church’s relationships with Jews. With the 
appointment of Pope John Paul II, key international Jewish communal leaders sought to 
impress the religious significance of the Land for Jews and Judaism upon the Pontiff, and the 
wider Catholic community, demonstrating an awareness of this tension in Jewish-Christian 
relations.  Through an examination of the reports on the Australian Jewish community’s plea 
for Church recognition of the State of Israel to the Pope during his 1985 visit to Australia, 
this thesis demonstrated that this tension was also evident in Australia.  It was also shown 
that Australian Catholic responses to the Jewish Community plea were mixed, with some 
critical of the Australian Jewish community’s position, and others, such as the Australian 
Sisters of Sion, supportive. Even the Australian Catholic Bishops’ Conference officially 
recognised the religious importance of the State of Israel for Jews in their document 
Guidelines (1992), actually preceding Vatican recognition in 1993. It is difficult to generalise 
about Australian Catholic Church responses to the Pope’s innovations in regard to Israel, 
given the mixed responses that the research for this thesis revealed, but it was expected that, 
with the support for Israel from both the Vatican and the bishops in Australia, the Jesuit 
publication Eureka Street, with its emphasis on social justice, would take a similar stance. 
However, a critical analysis of its issues in the period from 1991-2005 showed that the 
publication made minimal references to the innovations of the Pope concerning Israel, and 
instead was largely concerned with a political coverage of the Arab-Israeli conflict. This 
revealed the inevitable crossover of politics and theology, when the Church is dealing with 
the State of Israel, as Israel is both of religious significance for the Jewish people, as well as 
being a modern, nation state. Cardinal Edward Cassidy has commented on this interplay of 
theology and politics for the Church: 
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You cannot speak with the Jewish people about religious relations and not speak 
about the land. Because it is interwoven so intimately with the understanding of the 
Jewish people as to who they are, and their relationship with their religion, that it had 
to be accepted.661 
 
This interplay between theology and politics was unavoidable even for the Pope, 
whose 1993 Fundamental Agreement was primarily political in nature, yet implicitly held 
important theological messages, such as officially overturning the Supersessionst claim that 
the Jews were doomed by God to eternally wander the earth.   
 It is important to note that the Vatican only granted official diplomatic recognition to 
Israel after the signing of the Oslo Accords in September 1993, beginning the process of 
recognition between Israel and the PLO in an attempt to resolve the long-standing 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, highlighting the Pope’s concern for social justice in the region:   
 
We all know how urgent is the need for peace and justice, not for Israel alone but for 
the entire region. Many things have changed in relations between the Holy See and 
the State of Israel since my predecessor Pope Paul VI came here in 1964. The 
establishment of diplomatic relations between us in 1994 set a seal on efforts to open 
an era of dialogue on questions of common interest concerning religious freedom, 
relations between Church and State and, more generally, relations between Christians 
and Jews. On another level, world opinion follows with close attention the peace 
process which finds all the peoples of the region involved in the difficult search for a 
lasting peace with justice for all. With new-found openness towards one another, 
Christians and Jews together must make courageous efforts to remove all forms of 
prejudice. We must strive always and everywhere to present the true face of the Jews 
and of Judaism, as likewise of Christians and of Christianity, and this at every level of 
attitude, teaching and communication.662 
 
 
It also became apparent in Eureka Street that a theological quest for social justice was 
being applied to the political situation of the Arab-Israeli Conflict. Whilst social justice is an 
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important part of the Catholic Church’s mission, what was problematic in Eureka Street was 
the influence of Liberation Theology. This theology, whilst having been praised by the 
Church for its strong stance on Catholic Social Teaching, was also criticised for being overtly 
political. In its application to the Arab-Israeli conflict, the theology sought justice for the 
Palestinian people, who it always characterised as the underdog under an Israeli oppressor. 
An examination of Liberation Theology’s perspective on the Arab Israeli conflict laid bare 
the commonalities of this perspective with a secular political approach to the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, known as the “new antisemitsm.” The “new antisemitism” also utilises binary 
depictions of the conflict, and deploys antisemitic language to apply demonization, double 
standards and delegitimisation to the State of Israel. Liberation Theology also crosses over 
into the historic language of Christian Supersessionism, using some of its language to portray 
Israelis as the Christ-killers with regard to their treatment of the Palestinians. Jeremy Jones 
has commented on the occurrence of Liberation Theology in the Australian Church: 
 
Religious visions for the Land, which was the setting for the development of both 
Judaism and early Christianity, can lead to confusion between legitimate or 
unambiguously political commentary and negative and irrational depictions of the 
role of Jews and Judaism… The way in which Church representatives discuss Israel 
and Middle East issues from time to time is a cause of considerable concern. The 
rhetoric emanating from Sabeel in Jerusalem, which has included supercessionist 
language and tendentious discussions of what is happening in Israel and between 
Israel and its neighbours, has echoes in Australian Church debate. Other Church 
leaders adopt broadly Leftist political agendas which can result in seepage of anti-
Semitic language and material in to religious discourse.663 
 
 Such language and materials were present within Eureka Street, and whilst the 
editorial line sought to present a balanced depiction of the conflict by regular inclusion of 
Jewish voices in the publication, these voices were largely reactive to the anti-Israel articles 
that dominated the publication. 
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Hence, Eureka Street disproved my hypothesis that it would present an Australian 
Catholic support for the innovations introduced by the Pope, by focussing instead on the 
political aspects of the conflict. This alerted me to the complexities of Catholic approaches to 
Israel, which are being influenced by both theology and politics. Rabbi Raymond Apple has 
commented on the challenge this poses for Christians and Jews, 
 
Christians need greater understanding of Israel's vulnerability and Jews need 
to accept the Christian right to urge a high moral and ethical standard of Israel, as part 
of the immediate agenda of Jewish – Christian dialogue. [There is a] need for greater 
Christian understanding of the vulnerability of Israel and Jewish sensitivity at 
unbalanced views of Israel and its policies. The clock cannot be turned back, Judaism 
cannot survive without Israel, and whatever criticisms decent people may have of 
things that happen in Israel, there must be a basic commitment to Israel as an 
indispensable dimension of Judaism and an inescapable vindication of the prophecies 
of the Bible. Christians, for their part, are likely to urge Israel to work much harder on 
the moral quality and ethical standards of the state and all that it does.664 
 
 
 While my examination of Eureka Street provides an example of only one Catholic 
publication produced in Australia during the tenure of Pope John Paul II, the complexity of 
responses it brought to light compel further investigations into this topic. Such investigations 
would continue to deepen our understanding of the complex interplay of politics and religion 
in interfaith relations both in Australia and internationally.  
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Appendix I: Nostra Aetate 
 
DECLARATION ON  
THE RELATION OF THE CHURCH TO NON-CHRISTIAN RELIGIONS 
NOSTRA AETATE 
PROCLAIMED BY HIS HOLINESS 
POPE PAUL VI 
ON OCTOBER 28, 1965 
  
1. In our time, when day by day mankind is being drawn closer together, and the ties 
between different peoples are becoming stronger, the Church examines more closely her 
relationship to non-Christian religions. In her task of promoting unity and love among 
men, indeed among nations, she considers above all in this declaration what men have in 
common and what draws them to fellowship. 
One is the community of all peoples, one their origin, for God made the whole human race 
to live over the face of the earth.(1) One also is their final goal, God. His providence, His 
manifestations of goodness, His saving design extend to all men,(2) until that time when 
the elect will be united in the Holy City, the city ablaze with the glory of God, where the 
nations will walk in His light.(3) 
Men expect from the various religions answers to the unsolved riddles of the human 
condition, which today, even as in former times, deeply stir the hearts of men: What is 
man? What is the meaning, the aim of our life? What is moral good, what is sin? Whence 
suffering and what purpose does it serve? Which is the road to true happiness? What are 
death, judgment and retribution after death? What, finally, is that ultimate inexpressible 
mystery which encompasses our existence: whence do we come, and where are we going? 
2. From ancient times down to the present, there is found among various peoples a certain 
perception of that hidden power which hovers over the course of things and over the 
events of human history; at times some indeed have come to the recognition of a Supreme 
Being, or even of a Father. This perception and recognition penetrates their lives with a 
profound religious sense. 
Religions, however, that are bound up with an advanced culture have struggled to answer 
the same questions by means of more refined concepts and a more developed language. 
Thus in Hinduism, men contemplate the divine mystery and express it through an 
inexhaustible abundance of myths and through searching philosophical inquiry. They seek 
freedom from the anguish of our human condition either through ascetical practices or 
profound meditation or a flight to God with love and trust. Again, Buddhism, in its various 
forms, realizes the radical insufficiency of this changeable world; it teaches a way by 
which men, in a devout and confident spirit, may be able either to acquire the state of 
perfect liberation, or attain, by their own efforts or through higher help, supreme 
illumination. Likewise, other religions found everywhere try to counter the restlessness of 
the human heart, each in its own manner, by proposing "ways," comprising teachings, 
rules of life, and sacred rites. The Catholic Church rejects nothing that is true and holy in 
these religions. She regards with sincere reverence those ways of conduct and of life, those 
precepts and teachings which, though differing in many aspects from the ones she holds 
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and sets forth, nonetheless often reflect a ray of that Truth which enlightens all men. 
Indeed, she proclaims, and ever must proclaim Christ "the way, the truth, and the life" 
(John 14:6), in whom men may find the fullness of religious life, in whom God has 
reconciled all things to Himself.(4) 
The Church, therefore, exhorts her sons, that through dialogue and collaboration with the 
followers of other religions, carried out with prudence and love and in witness to the 
Christian faith and life, they recognize, preserve and promote the good things, spiritual and 
moral, as well as the socio-cultural values found among these men. 
3. The Church regards with esteem also the Moslems. They adore the one God, living and 
subsisting in Himself; merciful and all- powerful, the Creator of heaven and earth,(5) who 
has spoken to men; they take pains to submit wholeheartedly to even His inscrutable 
decrees, just as Abraham, with whom the faith of Islam takes pleasure in linking itself, 
submitted to God. Though they do not acknowledge Jesus as God, they revere Him as a 
prophet. They also honor Mary, His virgin Mother; at times they even call on her with 
devotion. In addition, they await the day of judgment when God will render their deserts to 
all those who have been raised up from the dead. Finally, they value the moral life and 
worship God especially through prayer, almsgiving and fasting. 
Since in the course of centuries not a few quarrels and hostilities have arisen between 
Christians and Moslems, this sacred synod urges all to forget the past and to work 
sincerely for mutual understanding and to preserve as well as to promote together for the 
benefit of all mankind social justice and moral welfare, as well as peace and freedom. 
4. As the sacred synod searches into the mystery of the Church, it remembers the bond that 
spiritually ties the people of the New Covenant to Abraham's stock. 
Thus the Church of Christ acknowledges that, according to God's saving design, the 
beginnings of her faith and her election are found already among the Patriarchs, Moses 
and the prophets. She professes that all who believe in Christ-Abraham's sons according to 
faith (6)-are included in the same Patriarch's call, and likewise that the salvation of the 
Church is mysteriously foreshadowed by the chosen people's exodus from the land of 
bondage. The Church, therefore, cannot forget that she received the revelation of the Old 
Testament through the people with whom God in His inexpressible mercy concluded the 
Ancient Covenant. Nor can she forget that she draws sustenance from the root of that well-
cultivated olive tree onto which have been grafted the wild shoots, the Gentiles.(7) Indeed, 
the Church believes that by His cross Christ, Our Peace, reconciled Jews and Gentiles. 
making both one in Himself.(8) 
The Church keeps ever in mind the words of the Apostle about his kinsmen: "theirs is the 
sonship and the glory and the covenants and the law and the worship and the promises; 
theirs are the fathers and from them is the Christ according to the flesh" (Rom. 9:4-5), the 
Son of the Virgin Mary. She also recalls that the Apostles, the Church's main-stay and 
pillars, as well as most of the early disciples who proclaimed Christ's Gospel to the world, 
sprang from the Jewish people. 
As Holy Scripture testifies, Jerusalem did not recognize the time of her visitation,(9) nor 
did the Jews in large number, accept the Gospel; indeed not a few opposed its 
spreading.(10) Nevertheless, God holds the Jews most dear for the sake of their Fathers; 
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He does not repent of the gifts He makes or of the calls He issues-such is the witness of 
the Apostle.(11) In company with the Prophets and the same Apostle, the Church awaits 
that day, known to God alone, on which all peoples will address the Lord in a single voice 
and "serve him shoulder to shoulder" (Soph. 3:9).(12) 
Since the spiritual patrimony common to Christians and Jews is thus so great, this sacred 
synod wants to foster and recommend that mutual understanding and respect which is the 
fruit, above all, of biblical and theological studies as well as of fraternal dialogues. 
True, the Jewish authorities and those who followed their lead pressed for the death of 
Christ;(13) still, what happened in His passion cannot be charged against all the Jews, 
without distinction, then alive, nor against the Jews of today. Although the Church is the 
new people of God, the Jews should not be presented as rejected or accursed by God, as if 
this followed from the Holy Scriptures. All should see to it, then, that in catechetical work 
or in the preaching of the word of God they do not teach anything that does not conform to 
the truth of the Gospel and the spirit of Christ. 
Furthermore, in her rejection of every persecution against any man, the Church, mindful of 
the patrimony she shares with the Jews and moved not by political reasons but by the 
Gospel's spiritual love, decries hatred, persecutions, displays of anti-Semitism, directed 
against Jews at any time and by anyone. 
Besides, as the Church has always held and holds now, Christ underwent His passion and 
death freely, because of the sins of men and out of infinite love, in order that all may reach 
salvation. It is, therefore, the burden of the Church's preaching to proclaim the cross of 
Christ as the sign of God's all-embracing love and as the fountain from which every grace 
flows. 
5. We cannot truly call on God, the Father of all, if we refuse to treat in a brotherly way 
any man, created as he is in the image of God. Man's relation to God the Father and his 
relation to men his brothers are so linked together that Scripture says: "He who does not 
love does not know God" (1 John 4:8). 
No foundation therefore remains for any theory or practice that leads to discrimination 
between man and man or people and people, so far as their human dignity and the rights 
flowing from it are concerned. 
The Church reproves, as foreign to the mind of Christ, any discrimination against men or 
harassment of them because of their race, color, condition of life, or religion. On the 
contrary, following in the footsteps of the holy Apostles Peter and Paul, this sacred synod 
ardently implores the Christian faithful to "maintain good fellowship among the nations" 
(1 Peter 2:12), and, if possible, to live for their part in peace with all men,(14) so that they 
may truly be sons of the Father who is in heaven.(15) 
 
NOTES 
1. Cf. Acts 17:26 
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2. Cf. Wis. 8:1; Acts 14:17; Rom. 2:6-7; 1 Tim. 2:4 
3. Cf. Apoc. 21:23f. 
4. Cf 2 Cor. 5:18-19 
5. Cf St. Gregory VII, letter XXI to Anzir (Nacir), King of Mauritania (Pl. 148, col. 450f.) 
6. Cf. Gal. 3:7 
7. Cf. Rom. 11:17-24 
8. Cf. Eph. 2:14-16 
9. Cf. Lk. 19:44 
10. Cf. Rom. 11:28 
11. Cf. Rom. 11:28-29; cf. dogmatic Constitution, Lumen Gentium (Light of nations) AAS, 
57 (1965) pag. 20 
12. Cf. Is. 66:23; Ps. 65:4; Rom. 11:11-32 
13. Cf. John. 19:6 
14. Cf. Rom. 12:18 
15. Cf. Matt. 5:45 
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